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I PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMENTS SUMMARY

LOn September 6, 1991, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the BOMARC
Missile Site, McGuire Air Force Base (AFB) was filed with the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). During the week of September 13, 1991, a public notice of the DEIS filing wasR published in the Federal Register. An additional notice announced that a 45-day public comment
period on the DEIS had begun, that the Air Force would accept written comments until October
28, 1991, and that a public hearing meeting would be held on October 3, 1991 at the
Cookstown, New Jersey Municipal Building to solicit oral and written comments on the DE!S.
In addition to the Federal Register notice, the Air Force distributed notification letters
announcing the availability of the DEIS and announcing the public hearing to New Jersey media
entities, state and federal clearing houses, and the general public. The Air Force distributed
numerous copies of the DEIS to local, state, and federal officials, agencies, public libraries,
public interest groups, and individuals who had requested copies.

The public hearing was held in the New Hanover Township Municipal Building in Cookstown,
New Jersey on the evening of October 3, 1991. A full transcript of the Public Hearing isIincluded as Appendix 2-1.

The public comment period ended on October 29, 1991. Several agencies requested an
extension of the comment period. The comment period was extended through January 9, 1992.
The EPA and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy requested
an interagency meeting to discuss some of the major issues and provide clarification of the

I, written comments provided by these agencies. A meeting was held on January 9, 1992 at the
EPA Edison facility in Edison, New Jersey. A complete set of written comments is provided
as Appendix 2-2. Public comments have been carefully evaluated and have been incorporated
into the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Public comments have been categorized
according to the specific issue and the categorization system and the numeric codes for each

I category provided in Appendix 2-3. Appendix 2-3 provides comment summaries and responses
to all comments received during the public hearing and the public comment period. Appendix
2-4 provides a cross referencing system to the prior appendices and Appendix 2-5 provides a
U.S. Department of Energy summary of the disposition of radioactive materials at the BOMARC
Missile Site.

S
I
I
I



S
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
* APPENDIX 2-1

TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

£
I
I
I
a
I
I
I
I



OR-OGO0l(i)

FROCEEDINGS

-mn NO 110 am sm1 Im .-is.... am immo mmois for
-NfeltO is COMN 0 Me 110AC idvile gift is m.e

Transcript of Public HEaring Om Jamm 11. 19N. a noegmotgmm bod o mbummg

Sem moa . mmos Mo- ~ mo'e h
JIMs mfsakcw A ea SWOE imp m ~o S .an o wO be =f

do MOMg - . ~ o" i .S s~.U
Mm, Men~ I is Aan ofm demi aos eobf RS. me

DOMARCY MISIL SITE V116 10~ u OMON GO MD MI elm E 00M 8.o huYa

IENVIONbMTAL IMACT STATEMENT 211 2wI Set da o D is Mof SIN de mm mo Mde mid sub hmo oid V
ban. Wi a , MId gb Is sidi

-.. I& AF01 **ho isol ad ft daftWv IM mdw a sof dot1u

ioym. m' Ma ym mus t w Wm is ad IRS, *M an mw.2wk -awMWl Pi

HiarssbMi - i - Md is mris Somapq'i o .
"WEm in Vkf U If m. a COPY of &E r.01 MS. pa my Cok a qi . sad

R1011010 o" bmis o of ft, *aw mi fis hobingmom. is.bo .

W.abloc do m .am .gm a copy of ise tim inrmml . ad th.

WANs be Og. -0 isOU.

Witymewomed". I Tk Foie Mrd imbebas ~or sessi

0.1ober~~~ 3.11O.a so isom omi . Wm da;moif a a ng bor min0msO dm ah~sso

OR-OOOO1 (2) OR-OOOO1 (3)

2 3
Peosad SON 10 sco h~n d iseq proms No aw Cum' hom gi foa brief y- ONthe abermmassa sad them, isis

Nod.. 2wbomamigapmoois mad~ Ikefmiimpii Smi -i mmomml
my maris Colol Jim H I mow mNua Pd-ismmy 002 jobS I Want ~oo It Th mws put of is, poms NO gie m a 9p.Umv po the i Ass
M I maa is d to Mke Airm AP..Boo, ise 210 Au Forme Or ID MUibs, Aulif POWo I F . by a hs h uf Midmm ot som for the ecor

omoe.I Me Igo mas hif Triel IWV for is Aur Pocm Walmaqso. D C. NO. Me OI .SM tis k dOCM 005119s MY - Rd frOM y-1s

Ismot ea a WW oqi raftS mormld my momom ihha.Obdrmlomoa~
Ii Me - hav e. m o IMU ad IN is Aur Pornt sIminomw .w Eck smak ftm my of is opin asomlm.

wiad. tist propois. My penom is sWyly No o Mw a fai sad a onlery As p m o sf modoimm o~k ye p m b ft, isb ba %,ertwo
hoof md dal pos w .w so be bod how ma. er chw m *wk.n Carh I "md if pa mI 1 10 dma a momm a ligbs

At Vi dmm IM IMMM, 0 PIOIO MM MMy fk, M. ShCC CU. mpotag. I at yaD w ism . WIN o s i. am " I " I.. Pa 06. ilf

is puja OfIlm. a fONm Mifty A60if C m is omm th Svom am Sm MIs of tk pow1stfo ise Ppm of ~ bMieMUhriff qmf Nis Im pom d ha
is basi Sam AurPororam o. Mr mdoffia, m No Nor right 0 Lainmo Coloel Afte O ishop, owei mrv sw d MOo S0m an - iis my outim quflos

B m emr frm limi Asioq Laomm, Slopanm 15mmml HaM al. m o anybody M2 40 wkm. f p. NO Vas homma On ow com or the
.m 0 haM Air Porn &M km. Md Sm "Wo lipor o, 6i. sS Ms, .o.sb . ho) nae kf ymod or Vic vpi Mad Fa I. pa o an give ao d-sO

IbsMOM. 11I mm ooha imsimy I m is Md, Sm Sm Ca bom a pin ofi m bnis g Of tise ink.
#IS vicl .is m Mom a pon of is Au Pom mand of isa..m O Colo mis pnrdiq wil be im tpool. fax a moy to Ms. Cod.

Plm. mip ady o o m M is m M mmd who Yea Me~m fto WNWm analysis prom.m SdMe a 1d q flo Limor
mv- 0 foorYa ol " e fmi mwwOr kh" I amb m . i COh NO oO*Mm WII Mdhssosm theu Smsom MONLd ispom.
"INOW N awo o d td,1 0 e sk owasomm do ya Cmis Me ThmtU .111Nw dosd ckwfy W4 Smmm Mdflly Ce Cmmgo Me is pal.
*a. pm ON yaw Mam Or yea m m now I d Nam mN bly Oi m aw IMig.. Pad, Mcd offilo ifo "Mav my ocie ileak. %,.

Absju p.l m, m. Sm is be"0Mh th .W ** isy W to Simsa , )m to Vmb No. SmMO km - . md
ftu.. No - my -40 Mm 0 No TIs Memo hi" 0f beomm vo bly is i& a Mgmor " i -Mrm imcbmit cam ro. Pb aM

IV. fbm of itSSW i ft ft mirsom r min spaww -0 Mes is. o M mfts. ooW
Sm fm Wo" is Aur Por Moat. if yo SMI *W Me e op We. m*W SMd -f a m.

to. mm m .m . No0 a. 2w Nalld yov 4D hoig nofy I.2 Mw - 2S. OnO asmm. Sn cm ois ado mrmg
VA WbM n is mombd w poowu a s be, forms CsOW " No of is pdk wk=*O *AM W~ YON or M p. R i po mIOWS ma IN~fIo is . ommow o ~ab ft is a s. mi a su -~m - IMis e overal or if p. Now uommo;vN Smke Smo Sm p. mai -s or pm-si. p.e isO SoCm,

is. pom. P". md I am. 7ro-m ommwp al m* 1W "0 Mm of dhes SmYo p.s m ad No d ow is the aem is M ao ft NO="hi oki.w MWavy

I Appendix 2-11.



OROOOO01(4) 0R00001(5)1

4

Ah omn. LLEW a SoeAi Rom1. Dos. Ofie. 01W n. W ommm doo ub lb whimu ~ a h um a a
99 mmom m - orba -0 mU Ok sWK I dee my. .Sm, ashoao *' 9 for you -o As ommm m ad in psbua m U. dl be

- m us m a comoe dom k mUNO Imm .s deksm in - ofaor GUMIC 110 WO 61 *A OP* 900600WI W MiONA Ol as
Impm he WEd an be comn as -B som m derw so. we do *mc or m ma mme an Air Pine we OW.

amot mw som v Jm wa a am msom somk if yo .9We sb bbD Pf - ue my. ai misyss m k -dm ad IRS vr b 1s
man cmm ato blb, Wman sinrn as m Air Fam. IOW Vow W k" atss adh do asmm wEwie miad go mo a my ove minys A sme *A be

my vimom swer a ,iwa . d 0 eW*l momub . d, my NY m no sm tomo e mom o i as . no m e lmy I2 you

wo uavs sems s o~m a asy Ifta On afem ar lbpakof as ~I a mm coo do m noa op

I Bmms a kWfakedmo da moao inwm *3 1 psino. aqhh k lb doIt Air Pam m d mof 919 sad Sm blhw by AesU I99. mIS
Pa Midsa you cosm a9 m aoos ad Mi 1m 0si a .wom of as iiedom smmm do .U b hot amo sai at ommomI u Merme as

.omm Nowq.Mifo at gif. sdamd Mmcm lbom " -ome as Mb.d d II pbpuslmms md co as
Us AirPec F m " & s m of sweet s. at FatdApert m lb Imsaomost asM cm o km* and my. At do pus I wol I lbmkaly

usmuWbw amust m omibo 1W Is Juy 1999. a maf so emss as abmmau asr as OOKA*C Mm See

ldml Upk moes mot m of do mcdbm h afIR oshIlmhmoddes to ofw uP iam sin 010 mise km or
b 0010111010 1* do Neede O papaEN i R& . lbX Of mm0 orus NUM.U oNmmo how baiM emm "" ft& lbWIImm kIA em bus h

h omokm mos im htm m m d 1999. arlfD in u m oa Wry m~is ak NA a~ "mi

p m A fo inmmulo fS mf M medme a US~m dia to, -omoo 99lb somod Mis asammgd bmo ThAroo owmcme

"We mI asho dw Pow" *~omo of a ktms prpsmid a du ai vkb a mo buwol ' . is w in dos ormma t* smmo

*OA baksilt pba Wi a ase d wabatd bo mod im m* mob ft ua fm of

lk dh VS - m M MO do wbum Am Apcy we soiusaor
G. 1991. Mid as pibk commo. p.1.4 cmmmal 0km. 22, 1991. As asmadm by As I MME.M b W104 as a vw- m ulyms lb NRA SOWD

Coke Rom i IN D 9mat ma ambi mm o a~ mov km MA ar M Mm s be k amo by km. Tim .ai PoWMammus fa

ao' bm ao mmi my be- a lb atm lby mu k be omw sofrmmomo imoc anmm b0 to m@= l comya plm a aoso

OR-OOO1 (6) OR-OGOWl(7)1

6
9l NOShmm omm. UMU as A. Fom .- W amma to asop sao mag am.of aki amm fwm pmM ab
ME Ni mopoms -tw I waW W o p~to ym7 tmd gml the asmi a bntfly dsa.,t

lb uMo Kom Mmmiio a lmw~ a0 as NVIA somo aftwoo. ma t amoul bopaa ossatmol mob mc albm pq

com swommv poees - ae. k cmad No-e0. asw tmh i have wo ult Owl skin assm of as GOMASC boad, Sm -*b . aowaioj
Mmii asO A.rF 1-w mmp ao Ime Mmao a Wmbs mmce o lb bmi mmw b a bcm m Phased Towip md a comand mwoke as Fvi Dus Mdow)

kab k. " aAke pomquy sm ahesh Tb l A. Fictw pmoms a ma fbrte mw as S haad m bid a MeGumo Aw F ow Ila lb coms pmmmody 218
NNmks el a ' , lbws m Panms two ase kmas m ke (00. if atamdi kmpa maof 0mmCoMaty gby 1)9 m Cm 2 Fm 19)3 om
as w~ *m. lemi. k .0 b isMwo in a paaI y bSmd copuldMm 19n.t as o4RC Misk See mu so islaF Emlt mmr bomq mindm 995. soh

dhpmw ao. mukm.
lb 99ff idi aai p e womm as th ameaimed b% Jae 7.1960. m fm sadi m amuk lbs. 204 m, as DOIARC sit

mu mmmmml fte atf adi* da mf pa a l) bcommand M lks fm partaUy cosue 9W as mamak metas .uk komimp atm

m poMilb Apsea kmsbu kolo abmao as1 A.Fa hsdI.fg mw of major p. of a mdwtb amym
mmli& lot as Wa INMM As t as d bms. a (cad. b mul ke daqiami muu ood mlias cmmmmos lk mo MiW commt ub mummac

of ina jopquly boomli a Poramd1 diiwmlb o mmms lb smk Immsk abwb m b I Mid pumlly asb a bd ao
lbe foo lbsndoo lb Was "No .as bwf omm amum kit bus ai homi as mbls lbbt s pin of as recovey 9955 Hom.a as An

Vow" uso aui km m-l k bammmmoedat mm q atl 7Mo mu ye cmtbly Immsi as duopsas of ao s emcb b wy ko kwmd
ft W~p of ustmi * "M an sim ko mMias lb wo ampas.4 ofm a dot aslbe Stma ft. ast A. l7mm We mmmod mmad ml d iW ft= ~
ftW f Sm Im lbmo kn Wnmmmk milkol a* ft lb.is lb lf lb ammout so a** kw.. mml iso mod Mi

avk ftaas m s Mso as atse k omc Mowadw Ik ko as ikt lso. . f~t as m ao s
"w m asr "o ft.m a lb pus I km l ami 1 was umys MidoMEO hammO" lbe as Mm fabs dmoma

Cd SAW lb km kmrd . em isn smAAClismb Sb lemyt mu. amd o bW "WEch m u m a lb oa yf IM mamnOf

ft asommomm mum b"o kmom* c of asft~mpsg Is JUNO" 1919. as " FPam bon a km" ands~ fulily usily
Coked im adlbl Tkam m ab SDAIC limbl Sim orma modomd aba
LYTCIU..MAB. lmm pa.Ma. 09 Imu Lk~m CokedaN Ma So1- m moMi of O Mi mod b I bc a a. p I usm ay

us owfew as Uus ,u Dum Chves OmMiem me . h Rik, ussteWw Sooe fmem M an l mmmb, lb ad=
FM flmoit of Se AsMMMaqlsmmovy a Broo A.r Pm. Sm. Ta,. My doeqb 0 " If Cb i UASamiS Mi mmk Mid Miym of as Md, sotfac

pieftgove I. aduf a dom"l iapm wed buI I s m b Pby ,t a mao.r mus do and M.",
Miaatat IS pa, .bu is rMioml n mok1iao pemMy smom Aoa ma km&drf deh as mm om a Wkm as mina
-0 0aSlmIAC 3-0dom eck ao IM, mW& asbaas Air Peot fmrn s mi memz km A.m2 ofwa pmaba budie slm atm Mooimm ano gaopbyxmom o

Appendix 2-1 1.2



ORI-001 (8) OR-00001 (9)

Poam b1s ao knS mol Uswmmis lml. -~ ON& a" INsa dwm Us a USWUsa- sb
ONE& l -- d-26 U w amk* MO swi - im. s at No m rmloGOO 6 so

nol '6tmllmo Mml ff, rems~ am -v - -O O mo d MOasm O etm

- lbm sso"wft so To wm Go s ow as I I l i s ut a min I V" Yomi as soor of ON s a f

ft~ ~ - AoPo wlpot a mu oof. doO ~mu f~

No"a O, o be womo ow Um GO U mod Us as -1 I, " be -EMO"
wow mml wmu m to Us am i c of ON NO lb Ao * O NO darn m s toa m mom w , &s bwlyaw Us 3s

Ia Us. go urNS. Me Us a OO ft Ww Usn a fnda pmvvk 4 wrm -m mmwU mal man u. Im U

ON - : a am" a ml ~k wm s a," Us Meo bwm fm. snml 239os Zm a MV Us of 24.0mYo ~it U mamo&s sA A
w.~ Ai Us ammu mo soM p*dyaota wuIi sas . mmu Us fto ml Us a. Us m duw AmU obm"acc w

peu d Nmlrm G do n* Us . an mml)i U N s mif do s Gw Mo Us, IN peak. am ft NO Us he ml " h- a - fy lumu -

ofb Umlfo Usmmd somms db bm l l Us - m s s t .u~a ,. me uces aM sl FO.

amo__b ovWam oml.ea -inm~ by I m o ow~ fan gomml. k 9smnd am Us mkvp owsms so -m -000,
* lUsbimpsnml~ m umma knwb m eP Usoml wow. it MO UsGG *A NOs -n INwp

OWOM"am s I Go Usro W. E~ am u md lWTW I .5h aam Usm Us ml t s lbsu fts Uswwa - w

UsES Us aupbk Spwm -1 aU"sm imps UsG "" bw No ow wwwwwm v-

Ofs. du s ft U 101 alb now -0 Ouch WOM" Ea 1s -0 MOOGIdI ml o mU *~ Us vaq mlb l N n Us fml sam a U OOd
fi.f alis. ING if o h0a-A U f ft MG Us n lawl Imm s a tm a h? ftNMo oam GNw MdMMOmutdifTO-6Wmo t ut o

MIA a.U U ms at*A t- Usb mlno und OWs GO Won S OWN= of~s COWWWWWW

UMGM oaf @"bsg f apUsm no SaN smmon sd3 uppoo mby&GMN 1Wsu - Us U u mad - aGfll SafaswG,

lb."ftM~ nomaNo ammU b m6W Us h as amU W M l U uss rn ft OW lu. iff so is am o am-aUsn. a-O

OR-M001(10) OR-WWI01(11)

10 I

IPDab umlml m boom Us o mm as mad P*fmlMofd dUPN tu os~s *ft U amom m Saa Usw Us mxbk Ckwa-a

b mlaby amad U ad NO UswG ft, a" 1w l lbVO~ TIN Saul ld ,Gw b d UrAm " GON ImlI b yNf ml 9395 g r - DdleramI me wpmbhsI Us Volk U umad sds~ wiem W be sme. mii aftsmbmomm Us m1 h.upm a.s F.
Md Usa MlM be mumma. ho NO if Mm aw ms fame No ON hoda bob do" - sg * n Uso =0 km m sa is compow

"wasmi . 11ml .1. psi ON plua pml .110. ml m sa ml Usww OF ftww mlml to Usm Us or o
GO Us Use w-, 5. mldTbo do Usov o m UsftU psib. Us bpsa Usr blommwn m aml bouo Usmum homo u qaky m Uso.

mMS ~Usi m publ ~sm m 9 Ins d) Gmm -o Uaml9 mm l Sas U oW Us 3 ba U

NV G woma lb P0MA IS 000 Usmu"M ob"upw ID U umm Mob mk MOO w ml ml gem Md Us

mlnin m~aUU -UAmrn~ofUsNVAM domo mloomso NO ln a Us ars momon do y be45U

Usbw" ml" GO. mo nl ml af Uis Ust 9 ml ml." Iftl opimo Us ssIsa vodmmdwdl uqbs s at.

* o Go abamm UsI on. P m autofa mm awnm~m mumM amlatUsU wo Uwm Om m l sammo Usq0MO
ma Us mueft Us UseLm Gotlmi pmlwsamo hmu m Uammurn GO NO UA som, ms
un asU 5m add"Otdob s fM NO Is-Us me Ga.. mmon- T AN-Gm doU am-not

m -o aui an s UsF 06s b- NO No " 04ay pa~ m pm..9- lbmon ro uso or wml GM uuO ft Mey af
Mmo sla Umugh wou mlO 5 s.sm , S n l m l Uomlo Usftaho Ussafa kc phy .U yglw
ams of ft Us -N Us otmaa .POm a NO Ims ifw~ knU~a lUay sma m - allmo

m U isedsass Us mo TIN. WRO 5 O IIWM W s m Is m J i ml MEs~a UsA ON, for~s &WNW sUa-sla

imlOw inalm s pmt s do Us Ow smw n"f s madfme maa m WWE mlR MU@TMVO Usq 9 MoU Usa-m 10 fks Mdnb mINI

-MimlU *-Of m l anddd hem .Us55-f dMpm OFammu Uf a Us dom UsM Amlo imlu mfts Us f ~ a*-U Eqos sad mi tmt

* mmmm d.m Us Ua No amst. mu l. b ml fq # os Ulos WO m MO sf Oroft udmrO Sb om mom

k d Umt"s. OPMub tom k" Us -O Us a&a bom a .0~ Us Us REMd Mob US amp lb N 0yA s sams, slw' 93 b..g

som l bnw" do -. IO OO es OrOwPP wI ePN mlg to l * pol b So Us, Us. U A wtmsI Musk U U s by a Us

k P~ flo Usya lbtm moss to SO abcm Watmbo mm)6 Md. ml.. by Um~f dw sUI .if DIf G O~f mmW Us mopoa amssatpulUs6~ copa'mm Us 0mru Us...urstruma

Appendix 2.1 1-3



ORaOOOl(1 2) OROOOO1(13)

32 13

=60 =*mom fo a4 t -tbd=*by alholi of s01 b ma a am &i ft Woo Run a So M.m
. 0 W Mo- bcd Tb bid bil 000 comism ft m rit am ANNO w*Rim oo-Iyfi a no"f sob"c Munk

WA of WIN Mai, no af-o aqp - 4. ofo sm fol - a- -uoft f 'sotdmm i on h

4.- vans aft do-m of-w OSmo Mpii ft in in ito a o so smbw Ono cco onwo wm itol.
m On fe Im Im I s b* 1y 0 W^domew ft poom Avop dowle -@n m in hol mosor ftocl Wiloo dopnon 1

Is4o.on a pmWm moTh dm af scln w of do smpooki of pa- 239 ow o -in 23 annunc a -o 6m; adm ofmmoo ~

in b ew pa a maic auo wfsm - b* twe Mns ft Ocnws Z" =0 Faa a Sm 34 -in Wonm 01 am lbww a a SmAa
Now Noww adamfpai"uu m lok olyp fmeBi ai A how ta ~m~ 0 Smo ow - Ift 0 "PAcs

ow is a- Sm - -0 -Pob -pm Im go pow m m spts a. In "yM A Pow a O a-S PO O 0aMf1 SmO mbm=m do Ama.

-wb Pon am.1 1 1-3 o-ow -0a- Smo Iwm0 pa-b sod Me Sm . *

du~m S a o IR lbe NOULA*C Mmfi ft pows am wemUWg a Or Air Picon Sm VW

a-wo -oo~ In mui m m by -a -il or cu ofS M SN dw .- ill do-01M In yed 0a be owd You a m doten w ad ."
%as ON= a "a ft" Mw- do CAW= TIM AV MOM ad i do pW A~MM.. "wo SM MW -MdMO

a m noN- mil Sonmk - as ia-w~ity mom atbi sam Apri M*. in Aw Few ag me swil a Am dawn a w Ud- ofscm .0 or

a-dy* a do s 00 Polcie. do No.Smo of aomn Oftg Wmpm iab SIMN lot Sm S4ARC MONO Sm

- fvo a -amy doosad nowoa.t om cow Mia dik cmam a Smmw Ay P.w yma-

ila- uaoni pmm do*min lb. 82 a- to powa "edomio a Caol lhpe
-*~w pii -1 Sm LsaLa~d -. WMW Smy ACMin COL IVXMI maw.. ya-p As I asd. -Wonwa se. a ow

tM 38W m mmS U a ado .0. it oy 6 uspor Ippo hameew, I mi pm ow pmo .41 lov so Opuy bw a 4. sit

ont a too Sm shins som ad to wan for wim to =LI Mm lb a jin mV mm So*Mlo.Nm 4m. .W. in d an p ne-

tA I- -~ NOW ONNw gocA- Sm Sm .Shme if nwme d Smh oil m atm wodu. sm lak pM 'wry M-
01wm Mi "M a co a-. Wain ag- ds in Pon Dow ypomy 10 a mp m ft? Nod Sm SnA- doa

OR-OOOO(14) OROOO1 (15)

gaipm 0 0uW. ~p ai TIM am soft fama I ts m a cn pm. a- bw Unownew mIia a S i m 01 Sm e A I dlG Raw l. woa

inPi am .cc a' lbo.do a mIM d mn Aepi he a n vq Mixo by ft- SmbadoIn anwc p 1m Sm vu m ba epi ali S cr.

ad wa I": G my ~It S. a - 3 I * my. aSmp MmmIn. 6W Si -

SamPaam so OW Smr a.- ad hop I- ). do Smpo Sm mit on cloc bos, M mmf kno Sm o. Sm46 kno OnIl - 3 Sm!boa'

NWASMNDI My .Cw' maam m W*ml mmI SmW t. W~ Sm a MN. M71111. a Sm "*. Sm I. -l Im 01i mof Mo Ii~o., 2hId

pm Toml to~ pa-. i a b" * Sm a a -wry whole Smkic poprn DOW 07 la mSmm
kind am" ove MNO W) wolMOM a filSm do 01 Sm do McfwMO. For Sm mom ahky

LT . MAM Gallwi SM a- cow, Smm m. S my I Iy a now Sm Sm wn NSv w~a ai Sm
MOLIMANERKM U. adosm"" S l(pomi-o 0-e*. jor0 Clowly notf An I coc a Sm josco

011aa pocam o oton "W - LIWWA L MAXE lb. ao

LT COL WARIER Ta5 Wk ancine a-n -u Sm a- SW oft Sm do RYAN Tbob pm. I wU ond SMe v of my mono Sm a

UK 4MNMKJC W"-i Sm to um a dA Smo pmc Mo aycg' lb I COL HIPU. As fa aa do m haofObllw a dr mdo ma- Meim

a- oul mo my ban OneI 07w wo m a do,

LT CO. MANOR Yos a-, of amo. sm ab oftss c- uS LI COL NIMI W*on Mek Sm Sm 7wo pm
eolma Sm Sm on, Nom soda c. bo so a a- &'" . mawc. in COL MEJPU An aSm my co olw cs"la --, Sm No Sm

ICAWO Sm-U ft l m IN S Sbl* Mo SM~ p- nm upig U40 COL 115jS. Appicil" ma

do Sm a-n a a m atmm 0a- Smw Lasm-wm

L? CO wos Apsoo a- I p dpmalo-=I M spook. I d yp0AS ma Mid La SMg.M . am
0110 a-VWX pm, doc Sc m ft. No M pitk a0m hm. Sim "t Noy m oma yon non if

CU. . Aa m mywso a w.- 06 no Sm kin Sm1 SM - Sm pm -Ad It in MY. pmNSm!' Im SM W"tor. reainm

Toprymm - pSm Sm am pm S a Wena ta o myinmin Smcmk
So. dp no a .00 Smn op ato pm a- .tdw .Lp I.1SM a- my of Sm n-mMM ms- oyd Sm I pa-b okMin,. rny Sm pm

NO t ANMy - ao ai mem pmOn I opoe o a~llo 3m, __ Vid ft.S A.r Paw. to4 io bto ift -- ag pm. Sm Sm a pm _mm

I~~,6~.' adS. S naS -Ip maa ~so. I SMRPo0 p mo a m. ad a will a Sm havi Sm am, Sm row 6. -w
no a bo" Sm woo Wiso I - m i Plowe 01whp of Mom cod IMM am SIn. Pmo ow now a.Sm mit a aiom aSmc ~ a if p

a-.o a dmaO orPw a-4 "MW ama w .0~ A- - Sm foe or sigaft1 06 IN IS S aa SmINNY ARWm Cmid cool- Sm by 28 Cao
Off PA Sad l tOnsa ama pa-bt do 1W two of Stmil kine amc of W ll Sm Sm a a-o, o a. mnS

Appeudh 2-1 14



OR-OOO1(16) OROOO1(17)

CO ROL. Wo bru oom ai 61r. - of m-ybdy do whieh onew .i I i =Gomo Whid whv m s no hor -m soo

Pol-n b hmi S d yes go. No hit as8ommm. 'f ya sei asmomg fe 01mtsmo Tomw pub, v bow at

smmlot sdsoePo RM.djoswah. a---- Pm*'- hmowIND M H OWELoo oa As0 yo mad, my -4ms i mlobH I

alow ommo .o som ad do app sa his so Wooi ad I ommid smm.an o n

OW. 6hooky. Mo all di ohi..m 1 .Uo0 a t a t - i i 4h d-hIm awoi himo. Grusomo hiU *0 -Mnh Name hit oa
sobt obor we a dohim hi hi, miod .01 0.N uft t mmnt by thb Oumb 2S.aoso

Whi I do m 1 . Jim low y hodu thih nao s * mme Now.Tok
v~ on - h io ihdit o- iI.1phbly o COL MEKP ltit yom. air

ftbu ai on 9 o" ye. a.. -W 0 bo oo pord cmm h y". we am 7d be hi k doh I lbaOi d t hit M, i Twm

Wa jeS a u n mg bmau o it do d O by hi ks h MR, TMO h Tims modestof mbomo Townop My pm
As -o n N tg Mr 1twud Ros. the poopit od hi ye was -u &on W. gom t i mo.. that

Sye. Ry-.. I upoo iyo o of fomsdTasolwh soei aY low m..gt boo dou a o i dus pm. ad show 31 ye.n I hio ms avoy olmd th lorcacolo

yenpu ~ hm i t h utommoolmhi g hi.. b himotip hi 31 )at, hd hite boe boo any um* hi as and y bow a omashrit hi 06,0
diebe hem is M opossum o it webok.d' ft a~l o* W. sveh him wet don fso alm. 0 o m. I wo am o i. adaatbr. -otrusd: ao.

vmfr o h" 1 de ol a is .0 t Or PAW hI . ht &Do.. finco. M mu oom wu loo a3am 0 m Iy - 0 1i rmit hiscom hot myougis

ithih soh dor "M MO= Dy. dif do Wacker thatd be 1 toa offh th w hi mo his t do widm .Ot h paopa wiodt e. i r was" that c h o . .
ad no Commad wo op inw. ooly eotyhImW dom ~ 03.0 ad cosm of hi. hi hio hio M 0 hit

dim. hito i hi hi hif mmd. so hocMoaomevwel ph Sm r o 10 lo" s 1Dmwon you

earn COL HEUPM 1DM yeo. t

hI bth co.4 dok ht hi ibWpy intm for How. d. I itow myhidl shot oW o. ot, . obs inh

hiiTv~wn On of my . hiwn fmr yors so h amoave w .w him p

OROOOO1 (18) OR-OOO0l(19)

II 39

I"--- I" his aiy We IN&1 foowud 20 om y .40ma a1som We dmo y- f. to.

W Ve wohliS yu os a - gm' -umo hi ye. inos 1. Mo voca we r Wi hioo Now Has-. To.A f. thi oW
MAYOR DANCU Va. it. 3uu Coa. Meow 1piiTwh of dossl -au *( th Ly hi Mr Mori loan for boo sme somu op the bo~by fi or 1Dmb

I led as m Cd ap *N t w otylof. ton I hd. wit utam go Ed Ryson I dod ym. epaso hi yesmmso hd imum. a do hoio tso odes

shi Wo hit hi 3 as hi boeely 10 baboo a s skm ib hI~ (ibuoto. thi Sab wu cma."h)

Puto hiPss a ed so :ho my sun ~to mko osit.mm tor a pawtn a hi ht

-I -om hs h oin * h ee sootole d I.i thi *bgm
U~ I sund ip hi~ do ih Fl m T owalpgvem boty. oot

comm ihion show my hido pasim. I 3m uH yeu forn who I bov ose bot ha 00 '

"s",y o. hi "m - pthly hi *"Os .. io od "s'"da do' as- 30

bow. I hio 1y 1) hlulod tom h weib fh oo't body my oh

Roe sim dwea Pls a an Pout hi I cormoly do te imus thi Ed

"y No hik Mo lon hio m cus 10 hi eolo" for may My Just. bit I Ak a

AIU EIE sO beyo OiS yoi. si y i i 4 t2.b

Dom -i boe hiol doiht o i ioo i

hit on it~ clb Wo ft p ho hi hin' bmo aboo id lose "am

somsmA ub hi lo. sh o e hik com hi ye it'M

ad5 ismo hio eon I bom ye bo omu ahi7 lto y r hod, ntp o
-mo soh b o"as 0 'W mod soppo h .na my himus vl om his hi

dINtlohi itehi hi boot boo buW @D yeo

Appendix 2-1 1-5



£
I
U
I
£
I
I
U
I

This page intentionally left blank. U
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Appuidlx 2-1 1-6 I
I



1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I APPENDIX 2-2

U PUBLIC COMMENTS

I
I
I
I
I
I
U
I
I



5 WR4=00(1) WR4WOO1(2)

m si odmmm o m mi* 6s o a be"..

00po 20. 149

I=
I0~O f tho Air IPornt

*oartl Olit.8y Airlift Command
Boos t rPoro o", Ilinois 02225

ootoioodo to o iow Ii yt
floiotr ochoolsite oaro. i0 tosz n~rtlrala cho ota itio f pt. Sottn. I adton

Diowi io cOm l o itol oonoo bonoaiaoo to

rasj fef atOOXIItIv
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __IN_ an_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _3i* As00021 WR.0000.3(1)nl~ta Ipat ts

th sie Enrmna acio imme ivieaae rtanct= 0d
the ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 8 00ina -is oi Pr se va o Ac r Ida 4t lth tis*: :0 =re(7 oIetiid s Ofc h)
sectio 10U4.o r9 toust ofdic futhrcoecitkisrerudi

t1" 0 . 8=*, t o oi Watic- 0U4.08LB4~L

JOatICO It t~ w085tol

com~~~~~~O~0 3. . 1tinto y hnOfieo

WR0002l goglRoto00,0 000d.,othulo) o~f

dIOoOlt ttmo Asod~ 18 anyo~o VonO thetp 0004emeta for ot

Tblonk~~~ 700 4o to.oeprtcllU boftbwirontol bot Stt'soo

.. r NWCILUV Otober . 199

JIWWvgDrfrEvrnmnalIpatwotob 0U8., OtSr.. roT3 /80c

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __wo ThJckon__ _ _ _ _EvionenaCnsaninh _ _ _ _ __d hedrf

Oftendl 2.2 ty No21syE'toe oet ttmn o h n ihi eoatclrsac



WR-00004(1) WR-0000(2)3

so"... J)o..rdy .Idoi ooo It. I . .. A t ri" .1 bt. loa10 1....eor

00.0000 I l~ 500,0 F t o .-400 *00 la015. tOet- .11. r#1t2 t, 010

0~~~~~~~~~ 
00 2ii ~Ol~t-ito.o

5. ... e, 3-lt .. 1" hasi.ctt 00.0.I. .' M,..

coi stb4l 10.1 ..00 A.t ttoiotito . 0...~sIbl

Wtest Ow0. l
O tt . - s a 0 . . C5 . " AO . Ac r Itt , 0 i t t n l o f A14 0 h n . 2 01 ts, sths * -k. '&.Ch. . 1. h.. 1A.,4 00 a ls o st.4Ootit

12Ab . . .. t t 0. Sit. . ::!.,I .00iod0*(0it
.~ .. 1 ... 0 ark .t :"t~to . 1 0. c,, i t *ll. ii til . At t

. - I..~ta otlti....i.. A

!, IC 1 . * :t. , t - 1dor A0 So th J.rsl 11 c. a.01 100c

I ... . . Altsi oto 04 c~ ot.0I os tot h

risks AMrl sIs r P- 0 11410 11 0 0 too. liuo2~ i

A &d1- 1k Itoi h attO 0 al I~dt *0tt tI b t h,Sa,..d

V11.t., O. 11. -0.. ur M011.r , d.,ad tic OtO 0c.d rtoo.

cr00S(I 00 00oRrtIchtosor r roclort u.01O. osli

rtikcOtAW CN tOF oltlto OrAVdo.

A. ~~~~~~~ ~lLI SAMOA .50IICA cel000ENOro io. tlo 0Z1ofbc
00*05.~~~~~Ofir -0.5 ths's0 tc~lrO~i ie

owfltstT f0 S -z A ooI, IL ~ o 67

l"I ~bj VVININETAL MPAT STTEIENTtEIS PO THEDOEMAC IC 00A)
RESERCH EAAT :AAAMAAC MSSIL0SIT

Cetoas, IS. A,6 .,I.tlh. I- f0 l 10 1SIOLN - .10 V--71. di -00 1 l .01 . I0000t1105C0

I out S M totacdb A r fe o da mud m t l rvb . - "Ir~ -ou Asada00c It ritlt P 00001 h t-l r o - hO tt 0.ped 00 tof
to 6*ftsom~llft at U*So"= file. I belw.* tlls ste t 81F .,.,1 ohbjtoc 00o1 _- rI 115 0 .1 oe, 2be SO I"me 114I" " "- IIWII@db~~a f . lII - _A AI .

11810crriare 0. -id rI ce b .. .0 lrcit. pr0&edd001000,5elo

ZI "ito 6114e080 tortc boorMIU G0000 ao the011 Itloek Up~co o lrOere lrfr;_- I-*

1. se t n 4" 64 d Iralses" cmbsas o p .0 40 lc t to d0000.i o~rt.. itg.dirl o ,t .Q .0& 0. oortoo

me1 00.1 ooy110.rs. l.P Lo1,
I 1 . "ah to ?e. "M he of O Iifsle woo . o* SO ,100 1 5b Ac.0004. 000le otl o f t:iro oo.toml4 . pIofoo.of

top011 dtel wit ., 9. wa tac aoO700l. SA elh ]5000. Zr0o 00. 0lo lecot.05slo2 50
314 .1. thew 1011.13 66S1616013e .1.0. tripi aderoe be@ 000 t2 ocr Ail 1. .MA* l~0oo~0 y- totrOl 1000 ifor~ 1 E

to.0 Pa . 0 aotolt s r - -lo 00 . Altlotc cli. coor orbt,0 Dh Tata

1. &" assi, ti bet6. lter 76 1491.eo3 sit, .at 914 tl0. I&y 0.0 i 00000. .1.9803320 1"

ft. lalf f th e t.tb*" I4 etat bO ra5 :1.0 .1.011. adocoto P0100 1ko~t. .l ("11 32. 34612 i oto

0&.04
9. Sir*368 of .taaIs~ties Is all, W01, *0?100*. 1oil

64 W ms06 161Y1.01 om, be Aaa., taov.06.3

6. onti0o 60061)0013 at UAt hudess~ yatci

to ~ ~ w 861111111641dStty iftlg .0F 00400 05.01

Sabert C. Stu. ..

Appeadix 2-2 2-23



3 WRAI00007) WR-0000B(1)

0PANT61INT of T016 ARMY ______________________________
sAsRasA& 4.4,a'em" 4d

~:mamOCT a 5 91 DOGo396 Now, WgN OW3 OOWa COurWV 6MQ7W62244 75W023 (Fox)

MVIW=MmOctabl 118ure Branc

me. Sharon Gal0.11r 
5 19

.0/Lazy

PeA.. di frc arvn tht opount to km ab r eiewd the 
ShViroental Imactu. S amnth forth lShd7- Mis sieO it, i

not the ofjimn thtUited,*.:.

posal ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 amr thnent onSid tratetrltratve. Ama di.eo...

ppdix d 4o cT ohip Envirnmnta Ciso n the AMti permi0D ould 39 Neqie pgri to any3 sieorhCich myQ 7i2m'70 pac this
habitat. _ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ _4 0___ _ Maie O.

VIA drcon ustost s abr ninend of the1 he ,aI ,n
nvidlt. Moaw di Branc Octbe 215. 1991

eaah000(2 WR. ahnto.DC 2-00009l

3 1 Coutythevest maourt of (tiehlnst acri a g Wre the
etc atat, Oean County idi tei adacnt tf the aling on Cont herd

zTe ., BdIn- eia~ifeiiiySuyietfe fiv
Otobetre et5a. 1991 (-eneie for cla po te *- im Rt: tirerce

Sbin ,retnn. itt ~~fl ~7 acoesm ,h OAt~, iie ctobOf-er 2 i5. mi 29Ot-it

imact. sassocae itmaccp the otsard behalf i of e sta the I;1nj. t
nhrnhmhtttth thinrKIa ndAir io ml 4,n eiter bigcnsdrdb the Of-isUmos o n-iteSae

f: ..... ..... C"AIA ite Araen Fo r neS Stie Bot aintanve ld tenAil oceain
Pi...1 t.at or at n.1. m inet. d. inpry,:.~ h Uarn Arm tatt and the seie mncaedreva O Fcot D iltm e to aliene

resacenan,. 03.04O raiAtv wa te im oma faiity. In edto.te Brioar
50 an ha ea n:an tnt Cenraea C- te dt%:i, tCnh n ourty deie va th eaorten of the c&Mor"ta sinat g n ht vrecuaes tasnirngomilndwtrhcnutet

erranen~~~ DoCr Lacout r0 tae nttn rentnin ttniemtty ymea el peid retited tea Bulton uthe mite e r
.hi rca . ... Init~ . ... co ,eaI n a of fenon :aasl dao th 1.ain tai e an d itring fof grond end ra e atrcontdiin t n

netaIt., totacnr III b: .. r.- n ac itt. ore...... Ant ta h e ntsh.11 momre ttn e f~utherfc migrtrsn ope ontaue t nOcc hiuRCO030.0iedehiefnhaahnnt 1 1. C..
SoTh t free oe Badecn en o ur ort outheAr oc i

be it . or the ockheedCorporaion alp~r. toanko youve for youreaneidrap of the WA sle ite:nt rsti.e

Tramet nfeanronItrwtiISan h evrnmna
ac he araan tascined .. theehoelr Det 1 :&or eotatt* Ia A trIt, coo. r!l~sn tithe tir Of- )=reStI cc Soard of M Ots ne al o o neit ml

freder Sic " f e O do Clrt/a henis1tatnrat -r
SI e.R= 5. ys s trat edatsooch iob

proes. heCoV~s-&,dT~n -i : o he=nanine n M ont atat Legsl tie wre aterti n..t

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __a_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __tats ccird

Appe...d. s 2- I2.3. A e.1.yb . .



WR-OOO10(1) WRoOOO10(2)

October 21. 1541

Takvefar the opportunity to sees s rn eso t en this
doro.Pluase ensure that Wes are included en yeer selling

hyindicate potential public hath imspact and are developed
ondr the "anal twiotl, kOLiY Ac (WZPt).

NAC/LREWSincerely yours,

Doar Sir, 
aent . Salt.,.5

:ear com leed awr trnw of the waft bo lremntl Iswct Spoiol Coete row Driemena

%tatmnt (CUTS) far the Seeing HIChIgeVIt herOMatIOic Research Uetih" ante fne.ar controu lCenter (Ssc ) Missile site sev ges o.s are responding an NIhadIjr eta
behalt f tha" U.S. Pubilc me.th Barrios To e j.... asitance
far this renlew prnimmal by the Radiation Studies Drench.
Division a uirmte Nazardoe Se1lth St eats. motiaoalQeste -o Sanameolsaelth end Inlury central. *centers for
Diseaeentral.

w5 e ree wes the Draft lug far potentiasl adverse Ipacts ohuan heelth. Uis MISadese h otnileuieetsunpects of fie atamnatien ctan tht rtain to reisetiuses-tasis t the SI5SC site. lbhan ee atratina are:1) vsreethicted Aces". 2) No Action. 33LimiteAction, 4) Off-
SAte 018PeaeI. JWNS) 00-8it. Treatment. a
SeCtien 4 of the IRIS discusses thet anviromental oeeelsaof
eact altermeat. Within each alternatien actioen the issue of O
IM1teuderlt the O.M"ata facility ort fit ed ltIen i discusyean
TWA petential ames. diecsed In appendis 5.1 oalintrdw'er eestimated by a otr coda called 2115MAD prepared by Pacific

seatmost~~~ taaatn The).l potetial dose to of isite
peplatessuaeatsetd uing the Gull dose Calculation

program Prpaeds by VOL.

mes doses me rig"e to affuite populations presented in both
auctios 4 And GWWis 8 are resonable eetimets. lthough e

=aed hn I of Appandix 5) -h information In the text of
Aenis 5 p aeued 0n~g infrorsatiabsout the scurc. tars forus tounc deeetst calculations to ofiit.

papuatiea. ~ calculations substantiate the resuits presented
in ectien 4 Of the CC25 regarding doee estimates to of fae

ppatioss.

WR-OOO11(1) WR-OOO1 1(2)3

2. -f- -ottu41-2.2, 4.3.2.2. and 4.5.2.2.

V1I 10 #ttrte that 'A- distes.d In wrulor 3.1.3.3. uodwacr
omum mel semilt sod saical Indicates that an tddloaotiolt, asoorlettd with

iehamuessa- = =11- end50 leolo 0.1 Cood ab datotr.C . ThisclotlIs an. nor _ud. 1t
CNIUSSection 3.3.3.3. There 1,. oa- a~rko of 11ftha5tto ee sgrie, theprussoms To 0- of pl-uonles and its dorey Produrt. to thu e detr1 th.I s n 1 o n nr n o ' 4 0 1- 4 3 3 o n l I t e . A l h h , t p a l e a na t o a n y - 1 1 soi e d r ie s h e

6004uUejs.au 1 lats -W0 of g-ronde u rmiu It It. s, or t het11I7.
luot * fouo pat 5432 9404 tuoAs -Yoc da rodct ci. alPha put o .c pretest It teSodA.t
Ce~~~us~~wa beSou sit: or If thu elerstad lorols of shuomapha dulocud in seen

culerml. amc doo to th55 du., asturallyaouol

r N r u G II s OCT o f Th. Proposes labod i s t. ru . est 1er 1es. 0 -u.lu -o f r U 0 . 2
I ~leatiltial ha. at tha sitt procuet the vase of geu eutcr

9 ..t a t. I. 221 0 l se s e h ad uised that th o Departe nt w 111 e same ttl a, C t erss the
Ossadil .. lstta luliltty Stod? hy std-y-Noel. These vament

S. 0 2 Imor Sts.- m y rental" Information that It .1 0 r- lucat us the I .

Netedr Al. Po-s Na. o-e Jors, Ino

nhe paw a w buersuf of farloenetal rteutes end energy(lea"se) hus "td thse draft g5 su ta l lePuot ttesnt fur thu
SUMibsile ine. saftre Alt r#_u le. Ste Jersey. end ma he. 0440e atuu Ce% bo

I. atles 3..l Gbras,,*.Ity10-f of Federal tas. I.aeus.*

It Is tm asd ~ 3,-3 that 'Thu gerus.o asI. el~ld by
waae) -- um eetus amont of seed .ltd.. It so cut M0 ehoIPtls..Sf A.lI- Whetere the Viltent- auoe at saplen thans and Ineflft Stor. WtaA
Ohuls oqrum onlo. Contamnted eth Ihe cutfus-.nteneata Terry sotern. BEIRA
tell., sI it t tflt. e oteal Pretuof 51Pltetenln in thu Ro Ka ls. Office0 of Plosre Coordination
1P. ~o . It shbuld he Wu., that Into: us pnealms has bususluillt hiush esp ius t sun hbe tlnr tWaspPsaaruo a--, selOled. tr h. type of upemper Isamr struclk diff It To "reo. Nelutluoly lees-Io. ps=l.8

meit l__Id he enuded tu aotually dstuot If. preuso Is .
rntl cu11n. The 'pe,, emse he so say ita lb. p a free

3.1 us 1.1 ( !lj I~. Ti odoetr s
1-reu 0. ehubtllly .4A;fp~ l "'- hi slus

0
stteon

itIt flo mthu SasoI the Olin1 that the Incres e I Faso alpha
hatsro atlfvt Iue to I.Loathing of enuarully aseutt a renlus:041tal by Ifiltratie .1 usw go r"taonsr I. b1 .aru eyes

addlttIp onution .40.al the losus alph aend be". aolty as

-lown. sees.,4.
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U - u~CaVpfu twaw~ t" 3
3October as, lost he *~n OcoeA2,19

po. Moisot ae".o the Air forc.
(Iseiromo. Cofety 6 me MC/LV
Uoobington. D.C. 20320 

I:3IACKml*st
Door Gory,DorS:

kMotr the comnt period on the draft mnirmental Impact eOffoofrgr Crletooft eeor.Statement onso I cent to clearly ettoe my position. TeOfc fpormCodmteo h "Ire
soertmoet .1 snemoiat Protection eel smarty Ioab kOs free the reaent article an toc coot. cleanup in AIR OOssdletims tbe leportmostoi review of the Draft

FOR kagecins that you ohar* ey comtent to the onvironoect Saw mutai loest Sttetmt MMie fec the SMARC elelli.
I M convinced thot ulimately yo.. will Agre. with "o that the site. so hereby roquest O *emlso of the rolesies00SO0A5C Cite must be cleaned up end thot there is no advent... to Omet period for on oddtimi 30 days. so are sot able
gose n ontb goe.o lgeeeor. oieo b t e b tbe gained by waiting. we both kow. toot theme problem wiii not to m cit. ~e ruies at thi. it lee to lete reeipt of 835

ReilI ZSotigatioe/VelbIlty Stody (CUPS). 50 oreThe draft Bneironaentol Impact Statement clearly shows toot ce I1S0 aeitIag for 00910 "of documents reftreerod In theboe" toe technology to Clean the Site today. My recet 95al/Pa.
conersotlone With locai officials. so cell as too Pinelands 3

Comssin. bave convinced ne that I so not Ilone in dsiring02peeifesoiftietio10reed eiiceniog be lone -. ter m eeIte reel.. eo sin o ibl..II beIlaw. it Is in the beet interests of the community end the
Air fort. to restore the sIt* now. As the report otates. thore t -
hbo beennovidence or migration of tonteoinontS yet -- lot uS
Ott noc beOre it happen.. It wili never get any OScior. and I
doubt It will ever be 1.00 crstly. feec eel

ftenk you again for your interest and attention. pto

Office of frogram, Ceordisatioo

siri.1oy.

N Rt.r Of COnge.

cc: Wealqueftors. MAC/LZZV

3 WR-OOO1 4(1) WR-00014(2)

2
UNITD SATESC..*ONC.TA. POTETIONAGECY ltewnlatie radioctive Conteeinetion could remonn at theeto, end be a long-term concern,. The draft gig states tat

neonthe INUMeetricted Access olterniatlee IS. -not Considered

OCT aRaonarie by1 te USainto cOiStc cith udmt polgo adquat
no b oneio forpi eltiad Uni. inw fccr PApancr

wouen ith th isIA n as eismen. cetbe uniatdocrh tehl.s

Scot Ar Frc 3ae. tlnot alte rentel "n teaueft In5 the doatio ei5a tece03ie1
soneres thtntalon cof reetrited eon oithg Cite.OT to. el;sinmtinig itignt elamont .. idng en orC-d etvte endontor the tibtonsiee f tlsd potnttleireno

one.mntei "ingc tt (1)frterndeino h effr tOeoh the rmanig ;he cotloaneso.Ottvno
Sac Niel ie tavr ir Force, sease inini 4221 Mof esaed 1ptt. dafnt nM 1 too Atin pratieedbThi rel. eo onocedin ccrint cih ecic 30 o te eingve the otiucrthe o esricote c to th ite

end ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a tI Ceinzbviomna olcicsCA) .1 o tOf ening Cob ice
booer n ditibto tree i"dooe 93fThe gsome A111 Potiton genc inertle biagsreve the. ra meorcell 03.02.1' S to

(001)ineoetonta eclted Ith ceci) A ir re Does.n Th tocmon inie te honingc are isttton tf et0loneR 7, 10 a t ir Anviing r Fmon e"inWe erey. In oftnt 3 o ot o e i n ror t ead bryths eview w0.en reebcted in the reioe oft pictole-0 andh "n the sitdeb uedr the fovmnt c ot res rTie
Cwle Ai t thaened Oir(.nt '70 12ea) the Setor. After, alerntivfre a"nesthe loe7 pi6 o om;o activities.I lard IC
fire.91M iseeil e 91torie n I 4toemo 24sere U.S. Air torc 03.02obl otepcic 0r~onhtth oAto
(Ugfo installating adtd itoolf mdach i of e he .on IM elteramtl Inicaes at he tlon t leten s th es op.orJouen tben 190,000 4tr ing ia thrqig th eppIl&Ocebodn of fec n i nod In reetod et, the rte de nrotpointe 20 ooc re su olt In becer ro 0le ft Sh cn-2 n the o ouy sobt t lewie nfo. Sintis ar received
trmeild.4 ale the firne "u the helte . fte to e J.,ff f3 r om eaoet tr 10 'fir *bt ctivti ode isefua ite, Wow g fP aeig en ptelo parort "reoed e tio Ona ole tot th 1Sci 1 rOid en anoiflte Mof atonJudge for gprScde snAtinllyho the efonninOsedare alteentin ee Incl e th ie e nauto odI hehri aport

contamnationwoo 0144 InPiece hroughthe Aplicatin Ofofntcig1 eede. In fotrelatd doatterthe t t oe u
poie aaa". aseepreaedto sot ltern a otmc - perteercors ee*o otaiaino latolletin @Irh s iemdl the eso ofin..tedccie oo t.T manatedeAtio estratnai 1r necvrl ndera totoS300

else t~m eho nc ing a"itolseeormed esented n I Usacn etbntl. bhetR wnil deo " Oerching f the111

draft 018. Including: Unretricted Aces: 00P Action; Limited launcher chich my be burled on-elto. If focol. the missile
Action, Off-site 0i0p0001; and On-Cite Treatment. Sooed on lacockor Would be reeoved and disoe of off-lto, As withrel.we of fer the following comments. the 00 Action Altornotie.. SPA believe. ha potential

am pnalfor .2A daftVIS "t"tha theonging03.03
Iedraft 018 doeribe. the UMretricted Acress :Itetie %Iw of the Limfited Action aitornetie; so egree. amwerer,

-- aou tieley loot. with this trn~ crrent andbe OsMtOfniedtsi"nShoulethePrsented

meend umntn1ce s'ocd not Occcr. since noer o ienpWtf~~e
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3 4

ebOWs) Is that they require a limited amount of disturbnce to oedlRsotn ad attached radionuclides off-site. Additionally 4
atutre sa Iils. Accordinqly, there wil1 be los short- effortst ahould be ads to accurately define the depth of Soil
term Opprthities f or disturbarce/raslsee of c -teelts. contalMiation on localisd portions of tJe sits so that ll 0.04M3.05
inivsr in the long-tsrm, these options require Continuous and contminated mterial is identified and removed. 003
effective management of the site for many centuries. for a
vriety of reasons, vs do not believe that this can be b tilo the Off-Site Disosal sad O-Sits Treatmnt Alternatives
g B atd with certainty. In particular, the sits Is biasctd require striOnt management practics She pollution sbatement
by s emonty highsy. Additionally, it is cloase to maor control emasure to ensure thJt radio ctive contasinants are
enspsinv = -puition Centers snd it is subject to wsathier not Iost from the site, SP believes that these slternatives
ossiltime tJat inc.de siqnlficant aostaof rainfall, offer the only permanent Solution to the problems posed by tJe
tresse-thev cycles, ed tropical stoes, be believe that these o ntasinatio. Nowever, should the 0SAY choose to p rsue
fSctors acting over the 24,400 year belf-life psriod of either of thes options, Be suggest that, in sddition to te 0040
plet mi-23t could "suit in sterial movlng off-site to Cotrol mar already Inclded in the draft Zia. a sits-
Impap the Slage branch, Berby wtlands, sn Tosa iver. epslicf otingenc pil, consistent with the Metiron

tAily. ws beliow that the No Action and Limitsd Action CotIngle5 y Plan, be considered. Te preparation of such a
as re est attractive only as short-ter masagement plan should be discussed in future MWP? documents.

strategies.

The Off-Site Disposal altsrnative Involves the removal Of all
etsissted material above the threshold level etsblished is he ise Of particular Concern to SA is the ue of the Puclear
the Ipl S. This lte rnativs would involve the excavation of sgulatOry xlseiov's Gulide 1.06, "eVrlination of Operatinq
sells. demolition of Shelter 204 end Other truct.ras, removal ricn-e 1 r 535?lsr torS in detereining the threshold
of s shc nti Soil underneath she borstiohe limit for deciding what aterials an regain on the site. It
resasl of ths imile laseher. N wterisI would be tasen to an is sot clear vwhther theme guidelines ore appropriste to
dmriwise rlcensod l ait re for dispo l. During dtermine the cleanup levele Is the readistion of the -02.02 I
demolitio and removs t variety o dt isosy d 01 plttehiuniquet iatsd sits. .s beliove this isu should be
eloyod to limit the release of contamiaited dust ito the sir eddressed prior to the preparation of the final ZIS.
ass 0 a vter bodies. After removal of the material. thesite would be restted to cnditions similar to t% surrounding The draft &IS does not discuss whether plutniUm-123 ah
for it ruismricim-21e am sisilarly in the raTu-Cleoan process . since

all results of the test sIls have been valuated in terms of
"e OR-site Treatmnt elternative varles from the Off-Sits amricium-241 activity, the resultant plutonium 230 sctivity
alternative primarily in that it will employ vrious methods to seeds to be establlshed before this system is tol be -d. is
remove co tam iation f ree the Surfece of structurel materials the discussion of Soil properties Importsnt in plutan=i and
40d the Mu-Clean- proess to remove contasination from the 40 mericium migration. the draft SIB indicates that -plutonium Is
soil. These teohoiques are intended to reduce the volume of preferentially bound to silt sad very fine send perticles. 543
Contaminated =etsriel efts it Is removed from the sits. Soil 03.04)03.05 Howver, two of the studies cited Is Table 3.6 lidlcate binding
processing and surface cleaning or structural element. will be of piotoiu to clay is virtoally eqtsi to its bidisg vith.

perfereed is a 20,000 square foot buildisq to be oosstrurtsd silt snd very fis. sand. Iron end anganese oxides in soil are 04.01
-sit. This bllding 0010 be operated under a egat sve strong adsorbers of plutoniui she should therefore be

paesre ith Baiting air rus through high energy particulate characterisd to better understaed plutonium retetios.air hrSP) filters. Acordingly, ve recmmend that the USAF provide additionsal soil
asalysis information so we can properly evaluate plutonius

The draft 215 indicates that the Off-Sits Disposal and Os-Sits retention st the sits. Furthereore. the ph of the soils should
Treatment altornatives include esoavation of tont-anated soils be dotersined to chars *rige which ionic species is being
end ditch Sediment* as pert of the reaediation effort. The adsorbed.
draft Zi3 correctly notes that soil erosion say occur during
remedlatios du to movement of wind end vater scross the sits; The historical plutonium mi rstion velocities cited in the I d4
however, plutonium migration rates end maeosures to sinixio draft 03 are for two specific plutonium compouned (i.e., PuO 02their movement are not discussd. To Correct this, ned P"O1101.). Since no species of plutonium is Identified for OL0202 I
documntation should be provided v4ich describes eroeion end the DONIRC site. it is unclear whether the plutonium present 04.01
sedimxntstion control plans to prevent the transport of

WR-0O14(5) WR-O014(6)

vill behave in a siilar arsmer. be believe that this that Implountstlon of th alts ratives say impect air shd vats
ihfation is necessary to adequately assess the radiological i qality. Accordingly, we request additional informatin (2) to
beSara and to evaluate alternative saneqement a cleanup a them nssues
etrategies. Aceordingly. additional Informetion should be 0.02. these sses.
proitded which eeplaln- what type of mterll Is present at 04.01 Thenk you for the Opportunity to Comment. Should you have any 06

OmNM and how it compares to historlcal velocities. questions or wish to discuss this letter. piease Contact Mr. John
Plippslli, €hief. Federal AtlvitIe setion. at (22) 204-0723.

In discussing occupational health, the draft gig refers to

,negligible- levels of radiation. Radiation protection Sincerely yours.
invlves the me of a non-threshold linear respons curve;
therefore, ll exposures vould hae an Impact. The as lo as
reasonably achievable* (AAM ph iloeOphy Is the appropriate
criteria for Occuptional health aend should be considered when Robert W. Marqrov, Chief
developing measur se to lillt occupationel impects.8 u0 vironeental ImpartS branch04.07
As a result of diecussion. between our staff*. the USAF has
prviedthe beseline risk saseant together with a letter

delisatng those Nodificotions to this risk assessent that so6
veued to calcUlate the sits-specifiC soil screening level 01
(MRSA|) far the 5OsARC site. The USAF hoe also agreed to
somph O coment* On this aspect of the project beyond the
Oseaber 35, 1001 draft t2s coment deadline. accordin ly,

s n these Important radioective contaminetion issues
filI be provided to the USAF under separate cover no later than

moveabar ,1991.

o beliew the draft gig should be a tae alone docusent.
Nover. in several locations the draft 0I0 refers the reder
to a as enlen I/S for important Information about the
presosed project. For example, in discusing the Off-Site
DisOml alternative, the draft 035 states that, "S11 stsrisls
eatamineteO above the threshold Batsblished in the I1/FS would

soed V. since this threshold level is important toundrstnd ta enivironmlents Iimpaqct. of the various

ailernatives, It should be discussed In the WISP douentation 0M.01
Sll e i the I/$. Additlonelly. althugh 0i do sot

e the 2i to contain the Ses lvl of detail as the
sip"', the aignif(cant issues dlevees in each document should
be iet . Of perticular t in thi regard. the draft
I/PS dicuses several drume containing radinctivsly

ontaminated Material that say still be on-site; hever. the
ism are sot setioned in the draft ld. Thece differencs
obaeld be ra in fture MZPi documents.

sod m o reviso. she in accrae vith PA policy. vs have
rated toe daft 010 as c-i. indictin that we heve
hnviLremetal concerns (9C) shout the propoeed project. 545
Spiticlly, the draft :i3 does ot identify a preferred
ilterstive nor Is it clear that an appropriate cleanup level for

the radioactive mterial has Been astablieh d. wS lo believe
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uoteaa. 1K X*1

October 2S. 199124

Dopoor fir. 3nircn

Ai;MooaeOftheNewJereyDe~eqatOt We am writing to
onth ra jsuDiv!,.t-l U"pit Soant ntia MOKArC

reteetlon and risediation.awsN at
we of aware of amd support the Air FreSefr ocenu

ticmtait** throughout theconr.Wbei"teaue
Uof the tomtaaittion of this particular area asn action SSooner. rather then later.

tU0'UtV tieh6 absence ot evidence of active trnsot f aort 0. Yooricalii Down A. Gallo
contxieianta. the potential of a vary aeriowa proble in the84
futUre cannot be discounted. Nor can wo e - sured beyond doubt

tt the Air Forc" wll reain in control of the Sit. in 0
te orodrtnigo the Draft nvireneentai lepert Donald N. Pyna -

It tonalt that aiternativesex*ist that will *eiinato any long-
toares at the site. We strongly recomaind adopting en. of
theee alternatives.& 

ef
Than you for your assoia nd poaltic cnaidaration of ahart Z. Ade

this mportant 
better. 

Sneey

3 WReOOO1 (1) WR00017(1)

USPAATMENT OF lOI A11MY
11111ese ASOM a... " 04"ae "isO ax.eo, e

am"- rnom
* Oct .~The Pinelands Commission

PO 1.. 7. No. Li- fto. i. D00x 4 (0910449342

I" PU onse"ado, b O "M Mniltary Ailift teen. iull m i LIS .a October 29. j1991
Oil,0 0 I I, ot bI n on on t

OUt eO. o :f tt Alo Ot ..o Sctnea. tILn 0 tuteo

e9 KAC/LEEVI

Sar '. eoe Otho ... asi ho.n1o. 030 tOO: We.e tton 1t
P-y 1. nnip an. I" tAh.j s- P.a .. %no is2-i~ **l kp o l t. O

e at. t 1.eo~ to 0nt. ft. bin o..- et Coaoor ni. er o.llot

ogcoosof PVoe. ntnmoyat acEdipltc 41 1 c0ite s fona ia 0000 %bar MIit. has been reyiewed by the Conwasion 0sf f.

_o.loo pm etoof, neoao eotima nttni~ Ofthei~ountThe following rosmente war& generated free thn review of the
1.a iaot s.1tio .cI eitse: ca docinc cetitiecs Of to. I20.20005$t - exa 001, o-1 cl Ignt It 000, I . The Pinalanda Protection Act III.J.S.A. 1SA-1 at A". I and030I ~~oi ~ the Pinolanda Corhnecee iRanageennt Plan 1NJhC 7,5-030

.IO Fnt Sie M as tale -t-,n Is lb J 1 laut. C1in1 ci t4o MR05 ft 05.0 at C5. ore pplora or relevant andl apprprit cC 03.05
inc oIeio quirsixnts an defined by CENCLA. Based on the inferoatien 0 sc

reoad in the repent. oanly alternatives d and S are 0.50
cis-~i it maorq~r~t fth

Pinelanda Conprebenslne Manageosent pFn.A 5
2. The V eie ttation protess proposed through alternativeoa 4 02.03

ltffsite disposal) sod lin5 t treatmatl would require 0304
i f;"the caopletion of an applcto w-it te iaion for aJ035

LT. Sopeiit equivalency. U
*1-%-to a1 MAIc.0,td Sail dNcI.4 04.05.M

1. wactewater generated through alternative mat be treated to
copl wl:Stn wth the no-e- nsadrequtire no
W.3.A.Ci 7M5-6.831bi prior to any onaite discharge. Alter. n

th Pneans o~oh n aieMnageeeont Plan if the treated1 02.03
sithtireundto th i*is eitber treated to beck- 0.50
grond eves o itisdefoinstrated that the treated scili4050

., 1 nt dgrae wterquaityatotberwiios violate any of
t he requiireoanto Of the pinaland Comprehensive HanaganennI plan.

te Plilead - One C.-" ni aiii. loe oe
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4. ftoration at the aiefollwng any ramediatnon Mst uthl-
Am. soils and pnaindigenous to the rleslands.0060

5 tgit dmltion Catora itenerlated in steIP O"&tmcnohedso f tez ' no~ dsoaOfoct oern a1. l
tiny radioactive contam~~intedC edi t ial t Pertect the 0A0 giLTV r)t

Cecr aation Actore9a. d the _iead _rtcin:t 4.6 ayPa

I4 o tif'ay et is riegarnce the peer. plteasr nact sUuud I cacs e. D.. de. .- A - I
Cobert nell tof obtafPcf.c apliainerey. nts 0ISI.

Oeare 31, Poets.

leasea ben adeeioldd Dieco tath th. Dork date isie locSe iit ah
Onlns'eevai at.Te eants Duirecto toew tthlentieene ev o h 6000 n

promepttio ofedoto the thehS aiai itts an oitedi I tosrotei
TAMlthough Ofte theshi is no longer maocated in the RainlWliIn

Rcreton JAt asb978 UrA ofe comlng re mAc 0t egiVstiv itit hsle. Coeo eiu ocr
IfCOUhavtoel o thetR neeghrdiin rehiest ofter thed conac 02trc Dar-RveIO

lerrence D. Coore beh Ocenarigton C'oto.
Robert Newell Of Ournstaf Sicrey SO! ofBO h is t te/br, us vnounlito a

thisld Detuityt reto yo Matht urs phoe ull tha
Will?6Warr, sm, ieueretc of thie ite andlo ofreesontienaue of eveloing
ANSSMY~ Diecortog thealernats fueeder Dre or Sor cland the alngt

Was,~ re edls tl an u t etrtg toR m s afeguadte hue th Tondhp

sell-bei g of th re i of the ar ea d t ed rv n f ther
"t Ms. Jese Us on MemberrooCongtes disgradat. the isnur It te 0,Serou o mn

RoberhoNdeel tha the etinen parmterhu ho e ndetae

to Accrdingy ayo this ie Te e ter Wo.uld l e oste
dispotu h nit teatme t yithatie uhtirh fuldy inle96 I
lation of the 1isieihoer endecthe brek ofd th 0Burlingt0n

c Ctho"nt fres die ato aetihed rdoctieve roast
failt jh:St ndo h

0om~ I~ IIehat n

..tbe and 1ot9urhe

Furheror. u Cln oltWit te Oriiqto Car Ofl d .egrdto~. we con s it t o ar o
Froehoideldss ina urgin thatgen enhaneds shoulrdn of Coileantaken

tf contaeiant offiit Sie hmoto.wol eteofst

viesposa 'o tuianc oritt respect~ toic this iiornclu0de50.0

rlocdiitn the tnirhena dissale ofnce the thehh riesiue Site&O
attmiat the Fortsa at. aiitr eertiftied radCLtcv wast

f ~ i ~ t Sfacility.a

WRncer(2) WR-000. I15225-40

frehode :P1 urgingt teonent isace thetin prthairted sioCH Wn f0nte d2ie fta 3

onwat rtha I . Carmt, tro de Di1_a revr.eonty fur r inqtton m OU-
OfctIen of-sie. To 66st9.6Con3,408

Thank yofo Sti~ts ount to0 pfroen youwih Oldrs c &-
re eric F.1 m wsith rer.ht/hi ist oren clea upsa. eseae

proec ande of support thes efforts OfteUSI tFret

Sincrel Sctrs A hn. .225

Jo, e. C.11: aP

.Te . Jho. Y Off is o of 'mee . t~ms toie IvI nd Sos

ho:td~b e$, date. lu. thyof1194 jo ode~i-wst rmort sth rf~m atrdtvo(fth adfete oUhCHRIPHIMloma Ks.Il.$I'mO& I
-penit 2-2 2-8blma 3Id osc~ bc"iimlcmmtd h se
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The~ ~ A W' hu lopeIde SW7 tAle 'Or date collected
during all radlotio suv A odce at the SonhaC site Since

fU WTED STATES 901VIO1MENTAL PROlECTCM AGENCY 1550. we recomnd that the tables Include: umber.. type. I#6
loction.. and oonoentratioe. for miae eaxplee; external game

fsxo,, 6ur rate seaaurmsote; descriptions of field And enalytical 0J
Proc- edeures a"d loser hlmts of detection ; am quaelity Assurance/
quality control Measure.I

The USF Should Identify all eepOeUMreterts velus
(exposure duration, expoure frequencies. intake'rata. tot air,I 3~ g* 31 'star. soi) amd aesueptions tor the fter really SCOmMto.TaNo fvolume and as.umptlon should be Checked for OhOsiitSncY1*it. I#6

no. Iheos.1 thee. povided i" Ale office of Solid Waste and Eergency I02.02020
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me FiLUm Oeney inctremate sotleeted Sensitivity is80.8 ml fil AndGOeCt IO Seats (11AM). the NOW Jerey Law Ifwel andlecti. 811

Howve InTale4-2, hemat reor" bin u rl~jS eet* DisposlFacility Siting Act prebsIbts the osnetroctlse Of a
Amea State policy regerding the 4ispeeel ef ether radioactiv.e Meets 04 . 1

Section A - Seutl am significance at Findingso in the Pinelende. 10 light of thie. why deen the Air paree presnt
on-.ite dispsal as en Optima?

p. 4-17 go"e the Emdli. 0 result cooled? aeneW . reslt* arem ttdI heapei.teei mPeraryeecsl
femled. this Should be Sonm cleerIy in the Sa/PS. This ise a 8112AstaeInhiApndxtem o mfucrany a"peeblon thoughot the decumbent en ondAioee. Conclusions within 18 the hmeling, Specifically the Meether awadit Iee. hegtof

repeated in Appendix P esold be Included In thie *action so wal relese. and materil availeble for relese. moere isi greet
to sums rmedism/rdvbonIAV eser. enoerteinty In the rclidity of the FIOM reedia"e ca(esew set arnd

celibrotlen proceduree, defiritier of the 1005 Ilmt of getection,heetems plot". cre miming Ira the si/PS. Am. tb.) 1 , a 8113 etc.). me reported Oh, pegs 5. Mon. then, eseld Wa of the Air I 120~~eret4 dO~~te~~fit? 00.007 Frce conclusiieee be, * The fect that well defined pattern.s re0.020to document predicted by NMI 2.0. Smal NONS were feted. ergose thet re0020
P. 4-157 Mae ta. BEIS resulteO S el de Saling reemits aboleld be easurehle ground4 contamination eocourred free the PM plae reles-eI

l sr h bon to calculatios. SADsm commets under Appendix J. 81 ring the f ire.
0  

"his eeeteoco ebeiomd e ii ted free the
:1: . "m n tble4-0 Otld? t apers ha thy ae8as0es. it eppear* the only oenclusion hhede isthet se

beel teneee i "hI e .4plenetidn a t e ere thIe they ere. Io Lin.00 onclusion ouold he reed free this eseos.j
factor . Ul th Fieree is Apeendis A of this e ~dix a" sies"n. 8100201

Section S - Alternative Memdipi 1 020-02.0
1iste-opewifin rish-hmsed gass for esndietion meeld act be 2.0 ] ens Ipp Ri .

4 w seents r-t the Denenis" miolnglol Wasa 002.01.06 Thisenmte aromdi. looked eufficiont ififetostion to partei p 1221
hmnlt.osprmwero-is. irk fttW reelsieno. pilan" Waleli all 0202.07

mer 0f sea m to shog" beck Adforth between I on end 5.1 811 aol na deno o boe00* heeonelat. a om" ae
ub en evereftime 910 PCI/g he eCi/0

5 
sd Vice terse with -n fil 01000001~lt~il aa sssmetmlmto . I te0 1 Me ems of default 00.s105 Specific rai seS iget.e to C jMA 8123

eb -Ssold be exied. j00202-03
2!!t jo e a lattes fen e"ing a depth of I "on hee Glseerw em ma (4iertoatcossen htht82111F *0 PCI/V eOeEN threogherot the 31/PS the Air Force i me1 emleec eeie 7 ci/r sro 0nest 18tht I#401? wistitoting 5.1 for Ion r et In 6 cleer-up I"0e1 of 34 Mimi ce ted in gpesdl P Of the 8 s Cil/r). 1%ie discrepency
p$i/g n. 107.5 PCI/g solated by the Air Feres. m nL 4 W02.00,01 mbouldohe corrected or expleined. W02N 02.0

a 4
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Unied tst Deprtientofte Iteror ines the Cited 1949 oerrepeaeoc betseen the Air Force ad the

OFFIC-VNEbeen lieted smee threaened specie (fina le sPublished In zadn"

rule published In the September 1, 11 . .Jnslz !ZIthp
- PIIS.~ 4,,~:It15U5'~cl~tl, intheU~sJersey Vinslende and may bosill help dee4n pin ct eVeA. Internet oosutsti.

1I a-lity. 8127
Al orAn Up-dated request for Section 7 Cosultation will help oeure 04.04.03Soloal ~takusIt.StrMRSprotectlon of 511 feone end f lore currently on the List 0fofetm t "e 05 termge and Tbrestented Wildlife and plants. For technicalScott Air Force see". Illinois 0222-S001 asesr M Section 7 Conoulttti., under the buis.,gered Speries

Ac.plembe Contact the Field Supervisor. U.S. Ptsh end Wildlife
Der Co lel" E thm " Se -i e - e Jersey Field tit ice 927 W. Main treet (0- l),

ebs bepethent o the Interior 1eerewise~d the draft environmental Pesnsle ~ esycu tlpoe59ee91)
lepct t~tein. Ua~c Miamie sits. Maduire Air FM or ee. No we boe. theme cemments, will bo helpful to you.Jersy. end bee the follosing cemeants. 

sneey

The Depertaen tol pleased to eam the U.S. Air Formee Proposed 0&.044 2A

tos prdscsin a omhn sv bio ogic l tr neeo ry of theiu aSeationdo
t..5heget hor mold0asuac thtny eneireont omace rdingeby emll ele:ill . el o ire. pic.. stlee. e tc. or~e teoorvrnmnalAfar
litertouredn egee nith tflort ofdigeeousdioitotoregiof

con dc onan bie olthegicltse sson h Ofi poid inSectionjI, .
3.s eri ecu s to Inuof cont a ssiition or em dloistopesec

potst. ec hwksgeet d Ec.). 8i" the w oserl Scgifi en t fih
cieurre soailal ntsnon toi tran sorte en the adiioenof
3.f. fod thes trnf er of rdierisp frolntsnt to eos12

predators. This ie particularly ieportant due to the fart hast the
planned biological smpling at the eite, which would address the
hiosseisilation Concern directly, see largely unsuccessful (co1ly
One, orgniese obtained for enalyses).j

=em, = 1AnWis 515r U.he Fishcre a"ckc
wildlife Service pursuant to Section * o the Endangered species 8127
Oct of 1973 (e7 Stat. 804. es amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et sag) 04.04.03

3 WR-00024(1) WR.00024(2)

Ii, the interim, if you he", sein.pee contort Joh. 52
Pilippolli of sy eteff or Robert Wingeof he Slprrund Feders 112

U.M TKD S1AI tNv.RohM(NTA PROTECTION AGENCY Facilitlee Section at (212) 264-6723 or-e7S repectiusly. 0

Robert W. Hargrove, Chief

Incirommmental Impacts Srench

KC11 W tclsr

one Sharon m.i1
XEMAC/LEfV
Scott Air Force ess
Illinois 6322I beer Ne. Sells
mhe Snvlro.51fta Protection Agency (EPA) - Region, 11 hoe
"vtiewed the draft Remedial Invsetigation/feasibility Study
(RI/FS)f for qUIAMC NI~oil: Site Stifccuire Air Force ftc.

me SltSpuine te reult of tudesand eseluation ofho
U.S. Air Frms-@ A) lentie o the roedietion of

r.dionuclide onotesintion free a June 7. 1900 explosion end fire3 thet Occurred is ShelIter 300.
ZWA e cemments on the draft SIMFefr the SWIA5C eite ae
enclosed; them ceete ee broken do-,by specific prograem
ares. Plso mne" thet ho review euppleanebt u
Octobor 38. iS91 oments on tedraft environt l bo ethT

ettmt(in) end our Moebc ., 1.91 oet on" the hepat 0

ine rissessmnt endpradiological modelling resmults 'for the
SCRARC site. Although et of the caemnts epeificolly del
with the RI/Ps. certain comment. elaborate on lesue :Preo e.y
dgreeseed" (e.g.. soil scretnIng levele end risk sueeeemt*
ssumptilone). "Wes mre noted where appropriate.

he you regumtd. we er. echeduling a meeting to discuss our
echeduled for Jaury 9. 192 St our officee In 'aon e

Jereey. No will contact you In the masy future to confir he

eeting d"to e ties.

I
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Tbs federal and state ragalations evverning aardous waste piles
and laidf illIs Sr. &imo at Control of wind .ntrsilmsnt and

= "ispr of du. . ny wet. plie of contaminated mateaIi at
the siShould be treated in a manner consistent with the

&W NGP. P~tN pa AOM 4S 0~so = rquroments oftasreglation.. iacludings MCA Standards for

Genamof ongo W/ OwINSMOMK Iteefid GMq~mlngrequirements); an 5AC 716Solid waste Regulations
Pat7i26-10.8 Inatardous, ft. Lanfills). mast of the

opti6ons=a1d7all Of th. disosa options anvisionaa

Evr viable prcuiosoul amdrteka to
_________________prevent wind dispersal of the radioactive matarial.

aita Treatment entails treating excavated soIle using the Tru
c1550P process or a similar process and restoring the sits by Fages 2-12 and figure 2-4
hackf 111109 the -clean fraction from the Tru-clean' procass and

ote ls ilas needed. It Is important to racenIs* that In It is nosed Mn Page 2-12 that the groundwater flows across ths
addiionto adiactve onsitunt. vaati oranfn cmpondssite, to the east and southeast. Sossver. the groundwater flow

(VC addiio toe radetifie in ttsotl ate o an Itti diretion Implied by the growodwatar slevaticos shown in figure
(aCIrm 05ve halto I ai d rein so a thA sieommen tha 4-2 and stated On Page 4-4 (in a northeast direction) appears to
altaroat* air t.6a1lsctq b r adto em rsoed th at3 contradict this asse tiso. As the sxI.ps states, groundwater flow
qualitylimacts, of SOCS that my ha rasa during1 Operation of 304informtion is inccnclusive since ther. Is insufficient data

topr-Can racas. or that remain in the soil wood for n55d0 ow ircaalotsstMlsF-iadP-. 1
hackf ill. Accordingly. further def inition of flos direction Is Needed. 0102.01
Similarly. to. "atest and nature of chemical contamination and Similarly, there appear* to ha inadequats groundwater monitoring 04.A2U
th. effects that Such cotamination say bea.'a o medistion overag in ths southwest portion of th. sits near Highway 535
offe fot should ha clarified (eag., problems that toe presence of ads toat free the pending ar"ea ors runoff freeto site
goes may Crate if to. On-sits Treetsant option is ultlsteiy Collects. construction of additional Vaiia in theas arst o& i
chosen). This is eseaily Important in regard to the finsi1 aids in determining f low direction and help to delimst
earacterizing of the wate generated for disposal. contaminant migration Southwest of the groundwater divide.

In the Action-Spocific aaquirssants on Page 5-10, it Is Stated It is stated that -the "ater supply wald on the 90KARC facility£
that preantion of significant deterioration (FO) regulationa 1r ac nt Currently being usad f or any purposes. * Information,
may beaon OPPI icabl* ortralevant and appropriate reguiremant jregarding the mainteance of the"a "ls Ghould ha included i

1b)~ for the site. It should ha noted thet radionuclidea are IM3 "rIto. W17,. ths "Iles should ha absndood according to
o longer PSO atffected pol lutanta. .Of course, PAD may ha Ippopriatosatandards (i.e., DAB -Maul of water Mall
applicable to activities at the sit which may lead to 02.02A Coaruction Practices" or other stats or local3
sign ificant air "esions of any aor POD affected poliutant. j suationd/guioancel. - Sch action wil 1praveot tha wells from 8133
the sash a Covered by this sita, it appeas unlikely that 0UA
this Mould ocur. AlsOon F ags 2-14, information Is provided on groundwater uses

based on the 1969 reporting ye.?. Mors recent data should ha
Other included. particularily for th ove Ay5 ir tZioginig Center

Lakahurst.
0as to th :rias Involved. comprehensive measures wat ha taken

to suppras dust geneation during socovetion snd treatment. we 131
racmen that a dust control plan ha included in future 05.03I

WR-00024(5) WR-00024(6)

Additionally, a thorough searo Should ha conducted for tha el 18133 valuevS ta&t1 halose~ts t hi ra.. . e raeod inth 13
that was reportedly ues as a dsposal well for thMvros0.200 nlssdw rt ~ t o r tabl .to sore .uat ly daernst. I#3
fluids-. an this Could Contribute to any organict oont ~nt 2020 potential for sirto.Alo soudh stte wh th to 02.01
detected In the groundwater. i04.02 value.d cited (od. 100-206 cp) are Considered to ha backgroundI

eso-hysical surveys wer. conducted In Only four Areas, but no4si .... 1.
explanation was given for the choice of tossm four area. We arm 0134 iseconiiat o.ulbih dtath riag dth

partculrlyinteestd i clrifyng ostar b. asasnotj 0.02 01 north of Shelter 204 has contributed to Off-sits Cont- ii
survoedahae no urleddrumsr Ts point of intarsittent high radioactivity near theiti.

vages -0 to -Is S nrthsatsrn boundry of the faclt a imply that this # 139
ssumption is incorrect. Aditional surM.foc me n uf c 120

An esplanotion should ha provided in this section a0 to shy 13 Soiims othsat uoimnot miraing wells Se-Os var e ur aand
background soil sample. wars not analpoad f or to. complate set of t ofr htPuoimi o irtn otss i ufc

mlt.0 as Mo other esmplas. J002.0.2.01 water runoff.

Sesion 4.1.0 ta

Wbs report Indicates inconsistencis It determining the activity Astatated in the R1/70, It has yet to ha determined If anyU
oft thaisrrsemonaiat due to either 1e naua or man-mad au.rf cs rlaa. nsgo draing

retmrn thIore rao conduits or tunnsl which could"1 inluor aurf r aarg nd
aotesinat migration1 fro to Souro arsa or 4. to a

groodats rchagearea csotered moar monitoring well pU-4. Iunderground flow direction exsts. PA reomeso that such an
lb Erth sonlogy Corp. cotas that wall coverage in the I 13 investigation ha conducted.

northeatern portioan of the sits is inoefficiant to draw any
onclusiona . to the redso f or lowered radioactivity noar 001- 0120.1Planning for ths treatment Snd disposal of plutonlom-oaring e"il 9140U
45. SPA recadmsds additiona wels to the northeast Of ma-as to shold tabs Into account recent sorb on facilitated tranam r of 02.02.01furtbar charsctariaS the groudwatr activity prndInth onimin a sarce wasfudstc= oclod l Ost0.0trall "I thi a cluoniumnansatacheduto colloi'ds. Ftor a pis~dtl..traidsaut of.0
loation. twa mile. fromae o Alamos National laboratory *its where the

Tables a-6a" re maiuclie do been treated and dlpaded. ("esv.R. Penrose at
al. __la__._22__,__1__0.____d the

lbs btypotossa by Earth Technology OWggats that auspended iuly 2091 Moor~i~na Re rch Srif-FcltaeWrnpr
edisnts hae" contributed to unusually high concentrations of Of Inorganic Ctasinenhts In Uound mtor. part 2if. Colloidal

twsaluminm and Iron, notftypical of toe Pinalanda region. Ir~5P~ IDI0I-e/Ol
According to the 52170. the filtered samples taken war. depicted _ _ _
os turbid due to inconsistent filtration eff icienry. Therefore.
the data "radrentIng metel concentrations In tables 4-h and 4-i 8137 ea AeS~AM aat l.~

a oat representative of tha site and are Considered invalid. 0102.02.01 amo ragultdcnttntwastte foinheol
moaer, thera wa no mention that follow-upiespI ing wauld tabsgonwtra okie O eesspa oh ao h
plac as a result. Follow-up filted sampling is racmended to fgra ndsat a tion. level s spefi ed in lo da the

onar, that the actual metal cocentrations are balm regulatory co*rre&ctivne ation ragutWionoie and guianc.l bs Terslatimon o
limit:. . these Sampling results should be clearly Indicated In tha P141I
"bid 4-2 Zzcutive Sumary and other appropriatesSections of to. report. 02.02.0201
Ths 26 soil ftrings terminated at depths of1Petovls vnFtur analytical work at thesSits should Include retesting for

the :s ta ai ,CAt regulated constituents, Including Toxicity
though the waer table is 20 to $a fast hao th WMfr tta I93 ~ rctraisLahn rcdra(CFt ofr hi

:it*. AlSO, toe resvlts in Tabla 4-24 iiCate toot soil fro 7 b1

ofthe harehol"ex shibited counts per inute (rpm) values atmth. 0-02.02.01 presents ortaacs.~ n "'dr CPt
htom of ths borehole that were egual to or greater toan to. cps
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shuld enly be eliminated based en the results of aplorate
ansaive amoury. cott We ampling end Mhlytic teobinee. IThe ttemnt that -the enact amut of plutenium in the warboed owguIt 1 lea wheherthe o~m ocaed b sageti proilin ar i .no allable' shol .e clarifed. It Shudb tted IsIt s sul.whthe te rue ocaedbymaneic roilngamthe in fomtion IS Classified, It theme Is discarepancy asI02.02.0 1

en 44ta Of containing Pluoenium containaed "Semt.. A 34to the amount of material Originally in pI=c within the warhead,Jdeamntien Should being" a. to the type and level Of the "aid ity of the 13 kg of P ~iae ede eeln00e0tesisetien preent (i Ih an . if preent, provide des and I ssenoption, should be determined.ci'O cea oeln
risk esticates for this material.J
eetion, 1.4 sectio 4.1.D.8.3
PIgures 1-2. 1-3. God 1-4 referred to in thin aSct=on rm Tbe vertical etent of containation at Station Cdl-SL-I 3. which

as.9.In, a-high activity seee'. should he determined . SempleS #ISO
se"A a.4.a colected at thia station hew eXceeded 100.000 p~iJ 02.02.02.01
Ef forts ehould he undertaken to determine the location of the sectin 4.1.8.0.9 15earthen d"e. Als. it should he determined wher" the material #14The 5

enrgy renge. of interest- should he Idantitied.
Ofr= which It "as contructed n- depeeited once, fire fighting

Secties 3.9.4 Veylte sampling has been done in the bnkar area (#3*C?)althoughthis are coneistently shows acotivity levels In GMcX-$151t iSstated on Page 3-20 that, ackground was established 1of ZPA's soil sreIng level (0.2 UCi/e ). Further sampling nay 8152..0
ewraI timee doily by taking readings in uncontaminated ereas.' b15e required at this location.5b location at which thea" readinga wer, taken should he 0102c.c02e it-peifcsolsce0igliz9W tiied. s1 ectieon 1..

Thereis sscarcty o samping ote or th tonculvats 0 taCthroughout the RI/FS. As wit our earlier comments.w, soonmabAc eit . The extent Of contamination should he determined, that4 t at d~ of this derived limit. kAkI~ he mae" forsirgrun
a~i on to affects that thismyhvonteautofssetsra raurn ee tion a ~e0 h autO 0102.02-01 water st uf c ar. An Overall site rendistion goalr,foraxia reqirig reodison.all radionuclids in all pathwas, should be set to a levelorrespnding to en individual lifetime excess total cancer risk

etls es.fo 10R or less. Specifically' the hSSS of 3.0 uCi/s' Calculated
Samples bcorings) should be obtained to determine the extent of fo S a houl not be used a a risk-hesad resdiation goal
contamination in the Rae of the bunker. 8147 for the followng reasons. 8153

Seeias0..20.402.02.01 1. Thel1077 proposed EPA guideline for expoure to 02.02.O00too .S.DG.4traneuranic (ThUJ elements In the environent ( I erad/yr to
Sieving particles Into c20 microns; and <20 Microns size does no a the puimryl or 3 aSLd/y Lto te on e)*hc is us apo e daeutladdress the respirability of Pu contaminatedIlastehssfrheSiLdraiosnta tniladqal y 148 APA (applicable or relevant anY prpit r Squirm )t.mtarisle. ParticIlaof 410 microns are particularly respirabla 0.7 The propoaed Ta uidlnshv bean neither finaliSed byinto t be brnchioles and alveoli EPA nor signed into law by the" pesident. They Are still

Seetin 4.11.1.1undergoing revision to bring risk methodologies into
consistency with current practice., end to sneers that the

Elimination of four poaitiv* values near the accident sit* 8149 guilines are Compatible with other guidance under
because little aerial deposition was expefted in this particular OE deeopment by EPA.
area, nay not be a valid determination. Instead, thesa values 0.20

"Ot _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3WROOO024(9) WR-00024(1 0)

Impacts associated with mzposure to this extremely large
2. The 0.2 nd/in

0 
soil nacramning level' was not included In quantity of uncontrolled radioactivity, Tha done and risk I8155the ThU guidelines as a 'do facto' standard, but rather as a setinato. for the IaihRC sits, presently based On less than

cosevtiwe estimate of a soil concentration (to a depth of one prcent Wag. sown gram) of the missing nOP, may he 02.01
1 OR) that could reasonably be expected to give ris to dos shtentially understimated.srae ow rad/yr to the lung or 3ad/'yr to hens. tpups 4a to reduce the land areas rmquiring evaluationl 2. Significant parts of the data seto are incomlete and/or
and to minisil: the number oft measurements neeed. A... nt fully documented, and Does discuasion of the hemoline
Chi. did .o sCae the 'screening lIve'* would generally risk "esssnnt is Incomplete. This aia It difficult tobe considered In comlinco with the guidmc identify verify end evaluate key modelling assumptions and

re ondatins toneta caddi would reqire ears paramters, Ouch as activity concentratione in environmental
int ena valuation to determine actual dos ra to media(soil, air, water, blotk) the Pu-239/ha-2il activity #1g56a hypothetical hU-contamted site whone soil contamination, degree of hemogeityl. and expoear0.0.0.0
charactriaticM an. 0-3 concentrations wer. Identical to conditions (duration, frequency). Accordingiy, on rscomendexposed porsce The3 soil 'rann level'. eedrvdfrato s ourc chataSurist abe alend veritcoaletntoJ0200.0thoe at the Rocky I lats Plant In Colorado. EPh never 13teIcuinodta aytblsnddiinlIntended, nec has it sver recommended, that solsrenn 2020 6eplaatrytat
levels be calculated for ThU elements one aite-spocific 0202.20 It otnr hy t her leo h hzr aeat

oered on tha moat recent in situ gamea radiation survys
3. lotwithetanding points I and 2 above, the C&5L for tha done in lewhenov ter 30 M ya s i t ew bn coetu aedP lpeste 04 calculated Incorrectly. irst, the sO c fre 20 or mr uvy fte~IA is nst aadeL .. c. alctd asaigacontamination depth of 5.1 radiation meaan tend ihFD rhprprOR. net I on as use i the CPA soil scresnin lee gernaniem atctors can he used to approximate the &rea1
aculation. seOcond, Implicit In the EPA level we the cxtent of gaaen"itting radioniuclide contamination In soil.assumption of soil characteristic* Identical to Rocky Flats, a es nafcalpoie ht(iteeI agso t tos o te5U Csie n ewJrsey Fnly enough Source of games activity , Ill the photons emitted by
EPA leve *l senthe asupion of unior sialyt gamnaseitting nuclides are of sufficient energyan

onaitin(f. Pu-239 contaminated portci sIsafe s under abuna*nce,,and (3) the Source is net ton deeply hurled.
amo to a depth ofI R c). whereas the aiA lelishe These tYpes of mesurements cannot, however,* be used In the 0157on non-uniformly Odistributed Pu and amin the soil soe~d ah*ceo the o (such as borehole logginOtructural moterial et, warying depths and activity asorentsl to estimate the depth. diatrihution, or W-2.02.01

ocentraxtion levels act Ivity concentrations of these radionuclides in Soil or
anylothe:r non-uniforely contaminated sore, no matter howRSet CSD wellI the detectos" are calibrated Or how carefully the
messorements are mo. it appears that theme types ofe racemoe" analy#is of -the point of literittent high 1#154 measuremntstmwo used Incorrectly in the baselt-a

activity' Identified near the northeastern hundery of the w en tso estimata the depth and moan (&"&Il)faiiy haar 02.02.02.01 C~Qt~i-for V0-239 and hA-241. ha a result, on areacilit. conerned thah den and risk estimates for SaiASc. which
@Wtia 41.68 a aplicblesub~ti" or diecty dpenent" te dpthandconcentration

satiates, nay also he Incorrect.

ame ant ba dniidteolwn ra fconcern. 4. The unit concentration approach employed in the RESRD
modelling Involves the usm of normalized unit moe or unit

Appe" l. te ativtedbul (ei. = to150 grss)A55are concentrations, Inst ad of actual soil concentration
ofwep s- plutonium (map). which wsunaccounted for dt.t aclt osrtst hat the time of the accident in 1940. Is still missing. This 201Individual. The committed ef fective doe euialntIC ) #158

239. leto of p u -a. I to apx ISeey:co Ci of a -l. dsingra th i s n most be re-iie by the2iitia.uni
amut fIS qute oaprsael 0 t CC So ofP-_edaeetmei ray reulting f ree a RESRA run ,020020

Uplanats should he provided on th osbacurrent arms or mama concntration to provide a final result In
location of this material end on the potential healthk
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aue of areayT per 'Oci/ar or mrs/yt per pCi/a. This
ansesob say be convenient for scaling do". rate estimates rodi time protection standard, ane Criteria; an~d j2)

mdnrmn. depending u elil oncentration "ta elected estimation Of the health risk to Indiiduals Owed on theI
emo r is ated in the "AIC report, l"" to equivalent ge *Trag"d iitetiss excess cancer Incidence pe unit

ce-6Ae. Noe ... in mar epinion It i. unlnecesarily i.take or exposure to comare risk reslt with he #16
smfooiow and emlg be avoided. A suggested in our emedial risk range. e.g. to* to So' lifti #IeSOtta

ob5 15 lterrgsdn the reviev of=rdooie e cane"t risk. Exosure psretarm (duration. frequency, and .0023
more" ad Mo~neris fr te @CW *ts.Intake values) Should be consistent with thoe. provided in

Ohe Met straigtforward approach involve. the direct Me of
sitSecific mail cecntrstiue data. This results In a touh5i0Sue5ns. IbjanL. mdA
teow date rae estimate that desn nt require faarther " ItrsFnl S~ ietv
saiwaition. This Is the appoch se in the recent 928S.6-03 (March 25. loel).

VS eterme by Sal- tosrf previmas unit
es te m.olaleItieos. C owr7. As noted In mar review of previous radiological "etao

(e.g.. Novmer 6, 1901 letter), it is Set clar as to shy
the soil ingetion exposure pathway he. ot bean Included in.

5. msedin oteDpren f sg aa.aax the farm feesIy esPOeUre Asenaio for RZSh oelling. I#6
t~~ce1..= ael..l5AonleOt.iIO.Aa-i,.a Aloo, It is not apparent why, in thebaelne752 runes,

(glum/oll June 1989, RIRA 9 15 .is d to deriv the 4cllted dose rats is seoat years t0hen cI
gelusfer allowable concentrations Of rsidual stt-t .mei the 1/7ad35sugt that P0-239 am 2.2020= %iectv material In soil. it Maumom a haoeonous 55-241 bae" not sigrated to a lare etent in so i sic

5eatatin of large areas (Several hundred square esters MThi depostion 21yea and the migration rato would
W e ) with the distribution of radionuclides averaged not be Anlticipated to Change Significantly.

Me aSY l00-s Ares snd depth of 0.13.-thck layer. he
described In the 31/75 report. redioactive contasinstion at tale 6.2

9 is nen-uniformly distributed Over the sits in hot
am ,atvarious depths, endg activity levels, ed Involves Threshold Limit: for Radioactive turfas" Contmasistion;

etructura) compnentsmof the ssiall tshelter. mnholes. soil #m5aNclear Regulat ry Commssion Guide 1.55
is the shelte r eas aphalt, cancrete. and materials an * 2A3 ~ -Lst ontacut o h et rvlmosedime n :thepriesry drainage ditch.i While the 5000iis5omtacon.frth et vlmto
retWonce enual provides additional guideli-0 and contaminated material.
critnacie for dealing with non-bogeneou. contamination (Sam Limits do net equate to dose or riek level..
SeOCLion 3.3).* it goe not Appear f roe this asesen~mt that -procedures sod detect Ion limits of instruments my not be
this Waidefn e Os apled . Thus the 515558 rune for this seneitive enough to eset the Tales"e lisite. 86

ei ntmy not eodel th, site adequately and. a stated WIL O C urrently replacing Meg. Guide 1.00 with now W-W.0206anppSI ofthe DOE Annual, -the presence of hot spots roridust radioactivity guieline, to account for these
esehe potentially pos a greeter rish of exposure towt deficiecie.
Individuals using the site than the risk associated Wt
bas', costain ion. - AN, In our Noveber 5 comments. ws recommend that ths USAF consult

with the MRC on its plans to develop tesidual act ivity Criteria
to replace the surface contamination lielte in Regulatory Guide

S. me appreec used for the analys& reported In the 32/75.sIO
doe set folly the guidance suggested by EPA for risk
oes t under its own CZRCLA remedial prmg?... Chapter I 5etiesa .
10. mediation aie Asessment Guidance-, of EPA. RisL1k1

= 11.anic san- ,sI Pr -sed ne it 'eeae 002.02.03 SSSSL shouid nao be sed as a risk-bsed resediation gool. 02.02.02.06
084560/1-89/002 iflecosher 1989). recomends a tuo-phose
evajsetion: (I ) astimation of the dose equivalent rate to Table 53
imdevidmusi : Xen CRP and EPA (federal Guidance Report so.1
Us methlod.isgie to comare dase rae results with JThe estimated voismas in this table do not acc ount for material. 016

currently stored on-site from. poet invti,,tics The eanr in COMM0.0.0
which these materials are to be addrseed ehoul be idetfied.
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emum 51.1.0Seetie. 4.1.0.5

Cotamiaion at SOAMC has been deeonstrated to exist in To prevent a release of respirebl. material in the event of an 1 170I
diecrae -hot spot.-. Therefore,.it is not vali tob eiIsn&t aIntrude? scenario during -off hcuran' tha proposed building would J 05.03sapling bolow 15 inches at much hot spots on th ais that a need to be mintained at constant negative pressure.
bsing me immediately Adjacent to the area in question (1.5..~mitly 20 ft *wsy) did nat reveal Contamination below tWO Moetion 4..2..
foet. #165 To clarify the statement that -the quantity of Pu unaccounted for 1 171
Th, hsin" frent doors end skeet estal Portion of the roof f roe 02.02.02.01 by sIts tharactscizatin efforts is :sufficient that It would pee. 0022.06

aSem to e20 my be significant sources of contasinanion. This high risks. . .the fish should bequantified. 020I
sectin As unclear as to Whether thes Ites are missing in the
eae g s the ssils @unchar. or are simply not physically Ae described In our COesent, on Section. 1*1.2.2 and 1.1.3.2,' the 87proeme. but are accounted for. If the"e items are in a knon statement that -maintenance of the physical barriers. . . is 1#7

los I.t should be stated in the document, including level of mostily a -epIthed appear* to be inconsistent with the exist Ing j00
oeteinin and the resedistion options. If the location of siecnition..50

them lae is nbnon then ef forts should be "ade to locate them.

*=rare Contamination at ndards: see coments an the use of th fle #16 U-Cleen. he. not been qusnttitativ*ly -proven affective- for Pu; 1 1733
3.0 - tabl 1.2.

dooldamee.2i2. :.3.2
k~ 5.18.0 fvluation of cost for a thirty year tie period Is Insufficient 1#174

A 0i1a .beit conducted by Region 11 personnel revealed that 1given the 2Oc year half-life of PU-23. Control Of this site
oet dareas are not coaistently poted end, bad on : nert i letiv ispreu11tm1eace ossWl 03.02

trmb me grfottti In the area oftthe. sit, thet unauthorized #17be higher than stated here.

this se My Military Police hae been discontinued because of 17chs.ct Thus, It appears that esisting conditions are JDetail should be provided as to hoW engineering controls will i#7
ro me as estte In this section. address the potential ohesical contaminants that my be at thisJ 05.03

sits.
aWei 5..1.0.I
aoe ann in section S.I.2a. a Addtionally, Regional 1 Apnix 5 seethes i.2.o4a

oeildid not M ge wPOeted every 50 fast so stated in 05o.02 The 52/?2S'.ntions that a temporary enclosure for Shelter 200
this mucIin. will be erected to prevent the release of contaminated materias 117

into th e nvirorment during removal of loos debris andbrhle17
ma5ti 8.2.9.8 field invetiqetiolls. At the tie of a site visit by g7 taf 05.03

It was evident that no Such enclosurehad yet bsen erectdj
Inotion~ bee not been provided doc eting that Pu-23g and he- 1 Fture reports should state when this ecsuewill he bit
201 moent Similarly In the TAU-Cleae pr= e. As stated In our #NswFedDtOc~ . los1 Stuents on the 3I0 oil results of the teat #16Sesi0.aciedbs
owls ame been evaluated In ters of -241 activity. TheI6.0

neiePa-23t activity needs to be Analytically verified if J uture reports should Include wapm to illustrate the locations 8177,th -ass.ma process Is to be used. f or the air Sampling. sell purging , and *-race water samples. J02.02.02.01
The one map provided only *hove the bering sod coring point..3
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I PUBLIC COMMENT RESPONSE FORMAT:
A GUIDE TO LOCATING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES,

This Appendix presents summaries of the public comments (and responses) to the BOMARC
Missile Site - McGuire Air Force Base (AFB) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
These comments were received by the United States Air Force during the DEIS public comment
period.

Comments have been categorized and assigned a category code according to environmental
I issues. The categorization plan is provided on Pages 3-2 and 3-3.

Comment summaries contain document identification numbers. Each document presented in
Appendices 2-1 and 2-2 has been assigned a unique identification number. These numbers
provide a correlation between comments and responses in this Appendix to the original
commentor source documents presented in Appendices 2-1 and 2-2.

These comment document identification numbers are composed of three parts: a two-letter
prefix, a unique five-digit identification number, and a page number enclosed in parentheses.
There are two two-letter prefixes. The prefix OR indicates oral testimony presented at the public
hearing held on October 3, 1991 in Cookstown, New Jersey. The WR indicates writtenU comments received during the public comment period at times other than the public hearing.
A unique five-digit identification number ranging from 00001 to 00025 has been assigned to each
public comment document submitted. The concluding number enclosed in parentheses signifies3 the page number of the document.

Example: WR-00025(2)

I The document identification number WR-00025(2) designates a document submitted as a written
comment, a document number of 00025, and a reference to Page 2 of the document.

Appendices 2-4 and 2-5 provide indices of comments and commentors.

I
U
I
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CATEGORIZATION PLAN
III

Category Title

01 HIS Correspondence/Communications

02 Purpose and Need for Action
02.01 BOMARC Missile Site Accident History/Disposition of Accident Materials
02.02 Issues Relating to the RL/FS
02.02.01 Coordination of the RI/FS and EIS
02.02.02 Remedial Investigation/Risk Assessment
02.02.02.01 Nature and Extent of Contamination
02.02.02.02 Fate and Transport of Contaminants
02.02.02.03 Methodology/Assumptions/Calculations
02.02.02.04 Exposure Scenarios/Pathways
02.02.02.05 Uncertainty/Sensitivity Analyses
02.02.02.06 Cleanup Standards/Risk Levels/ARARs
02.02.02.07 Presentation and Completeness of Data/Organization
02.03 Relevant Federal, State and Local Statutes, Regulations and Guidelines

03 Alternatives Considered for Action
03.01 Unrestricted Access
03.02 NEPA No Action
03.03 Limited Action
03.04 On-site Treatment
03.05 Off-site Disposal (Preferred Alternative)

04 Affected Environment and Impacts
04.01 Geology and Soils
04.02 Hydrology/Groundwater
04.03 Meteorology and Air Quality I
04.04 Biology
04.04.01 Ecological Inventory
04.04.02 Biological Transmission of Plutonium
04.04.03 Theatened and Endangered Species
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I * CATEGORIZATION PLAN
(Continued)

i Category Title

04.05 Land Use
04.05.01 New Jersey Pinelands Management Plan
04.05.02 Farmlands Preservation
04.05.03 Wetlands
04.06 Cultural Resources
04.07 Public and Occupational Health

I 05 Mitigation Measures
05.01 Monitoring/Sampling
05.02 Restricted Access/Institutional/Controlsi 05.03 Dust/Sedimentation Control
05.04 Restoration/Revegetation
05.05 Health Studies/Monitoring

I 06 Request for Additional Information/Notification

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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01 EIS CORRESPONDENCE/COEMUNICATIONS I
#29 I
.Q. iI: Please ensure that we are included on your mailing list to receive a copy of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), and future E[S's which may indicate potential
public health impact and are developed under NEPA. [WR-00010(I)].

ESPW E: The Air Force will provide the commentor with the FEIS and relevant EIS's
developed by the Air Force for the site.

#58
COMOMI Notification of the selection of the preferred alternative was requested so that
specific permit application requirements could be identified. [WR-0017(2)].

R The Air Force's Preferred Alternative is off-site disposal. The Air Force will
comply with all applicable permit requirements. The commentor's office would be
contacted to obtain specific application requirements associated with the preferred
alternative no matter which alternative was selected.

#82,97
COMMENT: Important documents essential to the review of the EIS were not sent in a timely
manner. [WR-00021(l), WR-00022(2)].

RES SE: Prior to the opening of the public comment period the EIS and accompanying
documents were sent to three public libraries, located in the Ocean County communities
of Toms River, Lakehurst and New Egypt. Additional copies were also forwarded to the
commentors at their request.

#95 I
C0104EN~o There has been procedural confusion in our Department regarding the submission
of comments and lead agency coordination. Until this manner is resolved, please address all
correspondence to the Director's attention. [WR-00021(4)].

U S E: Noted. I
#35,46
CQh04ENiL Extension of review and comment period requested. [WR-00013(l),WR-
00014(6)].

ZI NE : An extension of the comment period was granted.
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I #128
CQI04E The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requested a meeting with the Air
Force on January 9, 1992 to resolve outstanding issues. [WR-00024(1)].

RE,,5N5 : The meeting mentioned above was held on 9 January 1992 at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region H Edison, New Jersey facility.
Representatives of the Air Force, EPA and the N. J. Department of Environmental
Protection and Energy (NJDEPE) attended. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the
resolution of regulatory comments on the draft RI/F and EIS documents, focusing on two
major issues:

0 Verification of the quantity of residual plutonium at the site, and

0 Modifications to the baseline radiological assessment.

I Issue 1: Residual Plutonium

Background: The Air Force summarized the history of the material removed from the site.
Shortly after the 1960 missile accident, seven containers of plutonium were recovered by
explosive ordnance disposal personnel. Initially the containers were sent to Medina Base,
San Antonio, Texas. The containers remained at the Medina Base until approximately
1965 when they were transferred to the Department of Energy (DOE) Pantex facility. The
containers remained at Pantex until 1979 or 1982. The DOE conducted measurements of
the material sometime between 1979 and 1982. The Air Force indicated that even with a
conservative error factor, the measurements of the upper limit of the plutonium that could
have been left on-site is 200 to 300 grams.

The amount of plutonium in the warhead is classified. The Air Force explained that it
would be difficult to arrange to provide access to classified information for someone from
EPA with appropriate clearance in a short time period. It was agreed that since it was
unlikely that appropriate clearances could be obtained, an unclassified account of the audit
trail would be adequate documentation and would be included in the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). This unclassified account is provided as Appendix 2-5 of this EIS.

I Issue 2: Modifications to Radiologic Assessments

Background: The Air Force identifies Off-site Disposal Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative. The appropriate level of cleanup was the critical issue in determining if that
alternative could be implemented. To clarify the cleanup level proposed in this alternative
and to answer a number of questions presented by EPA and the NJDEPE, it was decided
that the methodology utilized in the radiological assessments would be modified.

The following modifications have been used in the fimal RI/FS and EIS.
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" RESRAD Version 4.1 was utilized.

* Guidance on non-homogenous distribution of contamination were incorporated
into the model runs, as appropriate.

The exposure parameter values in EPA's OSWER Directive 9285.6-03 would be

* The R/FS and EIS would state the reason for the resuspension rate that was
used in the model runs.

* The sensitivity analysis in RESRAD, which varies a single parameter at a time,
would be utilized.

* The clean up level would be based directly on the output from RESRAD. An
effective dose equivalent of four millirem (mremn) per year was used as the input
into RESRAD as the dose limit. This dose represents an acceptable lifetime
cancer risk of less than 104. The cleanup criterion are expressed in units of
picocuries per gram (pCi/g).

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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02 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACk ION

#12,13,34,49,59,60
COMME I. There is a need for immediate action to clean up the site and protect the
environment and the health of neighboring communities. [WR-00004(1-2)], WR-00005(1), WR-
00012(1), WR-0015(1), WR-00017(2), WR-00018(1)].

RES The Remedial Investigation (RI) and the EIS have identified no immediate
health threats to neighboring communities. After a careful screening and evaluation
process, The Air Force has identified the Off-site Disposal Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative since this option will remove any potential for risk to human health and the
environment. Under this Preferred Alternative, all contaminated soils and materials will
be removed from the site, eliminating any possible long-term exposure.

02.01 BOMARC MISSILE SITE ACCIDENT HISTORY/DISPOSITION
OF ACCIDENT MATERIALS

* #2

COMMENT; The missile launcher may be buried in an old landfill at the end of the runway
area at McGuire AFB. [OR-00001(27-28)].

RESPONSE: A geophysical survey was conducted to identify anomalies which could
potentially be the buried missile launcher. The survey focused on areas proximate to the
missile launcher site which were considered likely disposal locations. The landfill at the end
of the runway was not surveyed because it was not considered a likely location. In
addition, a survey conducted in the landfill area would necessarily identify geophysical
anomalies from all metallic materials buried in the landfill. It would not be possible to
further delineate the nature of the metal debris without extensive excavation.

#11,14,23,51,100,149,155,210
COMEN The Air Force should account for contaminated materials and any residual

I plutonium on-site. [WR-00004(1), WR-00005(1), WR-00006(1), WR-00016(1),WR-00022(3),
WR-00024(8,9), WR-00025(5)].

IRESONSE: The amount of the original weapon- grade (WGP) plutonium in the warhead
is classified. An unclassified summary, prepared by DOE and Air Force scientists, that
provides the audit trail of the material from the accident is provided as Appendix 2-5. The
summary verifies in relative terms the amount of material removal from the BOMARC
Missile Site. The summary indicates the upper limit of the amount of plutonium that could
possibly remain on-site is 300 grams and indicates that it is unlikely that a significant
amount of WGP is associated with the missing launcher. The Air Force would attempt to
locate and remove the missile launcher under the Preferred Alternative (off-site disposal),
the On-site Treatment Alternative, and the Limited Action Alternative.
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Under the Preferred Alternative/Off-site Disposal and the On-site Treatment Alternative I
any contaminants would be removed.

#64,70 i
!.Q NI: The Air Force should determine the potential health impacts from the
contamination associated with the missing plutonium at the BOMARC Missile Site. The missing
material should be accounted for. (WR-00020(1,4)].

R The amount of plutonium in the warhead remains classified. An unclassified
summary of the disposition of the missing material, prepared by the Air Force and the
DOE, provides the audit trail of the material and is included as Appendix 2-5. DOE and
Air Force scientists have conservatively estimated the upper limit of WGP at the site to be
300 grams. Because of standard decontamination procedures utilized by the Air Force, it
is unlikely that any significant mass of WGP is associated with the missing launcher.

A baseline risk assessment was conducted in order to quantify risks to human health and i
the environment. Risks were estimated for both offsite populations and for a hypothetically
maximal exposed individual (HMEI) residing onsite. For this worst-case scenario, it is
assumed that ail unaccounted contamination is associated with the missing launcher; the
HMEI is exposed upon inadvertently constructing a house at the missing launcher disposal
site.

#144
COMMENT: Efforts should be undertaken to determine the location of the earthen dam. Also,3
it should be determined where the material from which it was constructed was deposited once
fire fighting efforts ceased. [WR-00024(7)].

S . SE These efforts were undertaken, and were inconclusive. This information has

been added to the RI/FS report.

02.02 ISSUES RELATING TO THE RI/FS

02.02.01 COORDINATION OF THE EIS AND THE RIFS I
#47
CQW4ENT:IThe EIS should be a stand-alone document: this is not the case with the current
document; the reader is referred to the RI/FS for essential information. Important information
is mentioned in the RI/FS but not in the EIS. [WR-00014(5)].

BE .ISE This EIS is intended to be analytic rather than encyclopedic. It relies on and
directs the reader to the RI/FS for supporting documentation. The significant issues 3
discussed in both documents are consistent.

I
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1 #183
C It was indicated at an October 3, 1991 public meeting on the draft EIS that the
Record of Decision will be prepared following the filing of the FEIS in February 1992. The
RI/FS was not mentioned as a component in the process. It is appropriate that the finalization
of RI/MS should be linked to the timing of the ROD preparation as the RI/FS contains the data
upon which the selection of the Preferred Alternative will be based. Accordingly, this is
indicated on Page ES-14, however, the discrepancy with the public meeting information should
be resolved. MWR-00025(1)].

RESPNSE The FEIS and RI/FS documents will be issued simultaneously.

I 02.02.02 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ RISK ASSESSMENT

02.02.02.01 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

#15
£QAET Identify the extent of contmination, considering air, soil, surface, and
groundwater. [WR-00005(1)].

RESPNSE This was done during the RI. The purpose of the Remedial Investigation is
to identify the nature and extent of contamination at and surrounding the site.

i #72,157
CQhb=I It is not clear why the results of the hazard assessments are based on the most
recent in situ gamma radiation surveys done in 1989, when over 30 years of data have beenI collected from 20 or more surveys of the BOMARC Missile Site. In situ gamma radiation
measurements made with FIDLER or hyper-pure germanium detectors (HPG) can be used to
approximate the areal extent of gamma-emitting radionuclide contamination in soil, at leastI superficially, provided that (1) there is a large enough source of gamma activity, (2) the photons
emitted by gamma-emitting nuclides are of sufficient energy and abundance, and (3) the source
is not too deeply buried. These types of measurements cannot, however, be used in the absence
of other data (such as borehole logging measurements) to estimate the depth, distribution, or
activity concentrations of these radionuclides in soil or any other non-uniformly contaminated
source, no matter how well the detectors are calibrated or how carefully the measurements are
made. It appears that these types of measurements were used incorrectly in the baseline
assessments to estimate the depth and mean (areal) concentrations for Pu-239 and Am-241. As
a result, we are concerned that the dose and risk estimates for BOMARC Missile Site, whichI are directly dependent on the depth and concentration estimates, may also be incorrect. [WR-
00020(4) and WPO0024(10)].

I RESNE The in situ data originaly were used because they were the most complete set
of good data. Other data were not ignored, and were used where needed - for instance,
for depth determination or for Pu-239 contamination. The hazard assessment has been
revised, and is now based primarily on soil sampling data as wel as the in situ survey.
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#30,33,91,94,109,110,188,189 I
C DMENT: It is stated on Page 3-53 of the RI/FS that "The groundwater samples (collected
by Weston) contained substantial amounts of suspended solids. It is not clear whether the
plutonium detected at various times and in varying wells represents samples contaminated with
the surface-contaminated soils, or if it reflects the actual presence of plutonium in the
groundwater. It would be noted that because plutonium has low solubility and high sorption,
it can be transported through groundwater with soil colloids. However, this type of transport
is very erratic and difficult to predict. Relatively long-term pumping and sampling would be
needed to actually detect its presence in a monitoring well. The report goes on to say that "The
Ph ranges from 3.5 to 5.5 (Mean et al., 1981). This acidic nature may increase the solubility
of plutonium". [WR-00011(1), WR-(0011(2), WR-00021(3), WR-00022(4)].

It is stated that "As discussed in Section 3.3.3.3, groundwater sampling and analysis indicated
that no radioactivity associated with plutonium could(not) be detected". This conclusion was not
made in Section 3.3.3.3. There is a general lack of information regarding the presence of
plutonium and its decay products in the groundwater site. Although no plutonium was detected
in any wells during the latest round of groundwater sampling, it is still not known if its decay
products (e.g., Alpha particles) are present in the groundwater at the site or if the elevated levels I
of gross alpha detected in some monitoring wells are due to the decay of naturally occurring
radionuclides. [WR-00021(3)].

What is the explanation of the anomalous ground water data in the north east section of the site?
Historical data indicates soil contamination, while recent data does not show contamination.
This suggests that historical data should be included in the evaluation of the contamination. [WR- I00025(2),

While it was determined that the nuclide causing the gross alpha to be elevated in well Pu-7 is I
not plutonium, it must be investigated further. [WR-(0022(4),WR-00025(2)].

REPOSE: The Air Force has conducted additional groundwater sampling. Results are I
included in the FEIS and RI/FS, and indicate that the nuclides causing elevated gross
alpha activity are naturally-occurring uranium species, and small quantities of naturally-
occurring radium-226.

#86,101,116,117,214 3
COMMENT The depth of contamination used to convert 3.0 sCi/m to pCi/g is questionable.
Two different depths are cited in the text. The text uses 5.1 cm throughout, except when
calculating a cleanup criterion. [WR-00021(2), WR-00022(3), WR-00022(4), WR-00025(6)].

RSOSE: The cleanup criterion is now expressed in units of pCi/g, so the unit
conversion is necessary only to estimate areal concentration for resuspension. A single
depth Is used throughout the document.

Appmadx 2-3 3-10
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I #108
CQbdiL Was the culvert under Route 539 sampled to determine contamination? [WR-E 00022(4)].

RSPOSE No. Due to health and safety complexities involved with confined space
entry, the culvert was not sampled. However, this culvert would be sampled as part of the
Preferred Alternative or any active restoration remedial alternative selected.

#111,190
CQN04ENTI The F[DLER survey instrument's estimated sensitivity is 0.5 iCi/m2. However,

I in Table 4-22, the activity reported using the FIDLER instrument is lower than 0.5 1&Ci/m 2.
[WR-00022(4), WR-00025(2)].

I RSPONSE: This is clarifed. in the final RMI/S.

#118,215
I CQMUM In one area of the asphalt-covered drainage ditch off the concrete apron, the

vertical extent of Pu contamination was not determined, but extended to a depth of at least 18
inches. Using the results of a soil boring twenty feet from this location cannot be used to justify

I the absence of contamination below two feet in this location. [WR-00022(5), WR-00025(6)].

RES SE Comment noted. The results of the soil boring are not used as evidence of
I a lack of contamination below 18 inches. The total depth of contamination would be

established by confrmatory sampling under the Preferred Alternative or any active
restoration remedial alternative selected.

I #132
C It is asserted on Page 2-12 of the RI/FS that the groundwater flows across the site
to the east and southeast. However, the groundwater flow direction implied by the groundwater
elevations shown in Figure 4-2 and stated on Page 4-4 (in a northeast direction) appears to
contradict this assertion. As the RI/FS states, groundwater flow information is inconclusive
since there is insufficient data regarding flow directions in at lest wells PU-2 and PU-4.
Accordingly, further definition of flow direction is needed.

I Similarly, there appears to be inadequate groundwater monitoring coverage in the southwest
portion of the site near Highway 539 and southeast from the ponding area where runoff from

I the site collects. Construction of additional wells in these areas would aid in determining flow
direction and help to delineate contaminant migration southwest of the groundwater divide. [WR-
00024(4)].

I UESPME: The discussion regarding direction of flow has been clarified in the text of

the EIS.

I
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Wells PU-2 and PU.4 are located very near the axis of a groundwater divide; consequently,
it is difficult to determine whether groundwater flow at those points is to one side of the
ais or the other, and in fact, flow direction may change with seasonal recharge
fluctuations. However, for the purposes of defining the groundwater flow directions for I
the site (not for a particular point on the site) the number of wells currently present is
considered sufficient.

The Air Force does not agree that there is currently a need for groundwater monitoring on
the southwestern portion of the site. During a Technical Review Committee meeting held
on April 13-14, 1989 and attended by EPA and NJDEPE, the Air Force solicited and
received input on groundwater monitoring efforts. As a result of that meeting, it was
agreed to sample ten monitoring wells in the vicinity of Missile Shelter 204, where the bulk
of radioactive contaminants are found. This sampling has been accomplished.

A separate issue raised, which involves resampling of the ten wells to determine the specific
radionuclides causing elevated gross alpha activity, is a valid issue, and the Air Force has
conducted groundwater sampling to determine whether the elevated gross alpha activity is,
in fact, caused by naturally-occurring radionuclides (see response to #30, 33, 91, 94, 109,
188, 189). No radionuclides attributable to the missile accident were detected in wells
surrounding the most heavily contaminated area on-site (the Shelter 204 area), so we
conclude that there is no need to investigate groundwater in the much less significant
potential source area located on the southwestern portion of the site.

#133
COMMENT: It is stated that in the RIFS that "the water supply wells on the BOMARC
facility are not currently being used for any purposes." Information regarding the maintenance
of these wells should be included in the RI/FS, or the wells should be abandoned according to
appropriate standards (i.e., EPA's "Manual of Water Well Construction Practices" or other state
or local regulations/guidance). Such action will prevent the wells from providing conduits for
subsurface contamination.

Also on Page 2-14, information is provided on groundwater uses based on the 1969 reporting
year. More recent data should be included, particularly for the Naval Air Engineering Center - I
Lakehurst.

Additionally, a thorough search should be conducted for the well that was reportedly used as a I
disposal well for the "various fluids", as this could contribute to any organic contamination
detected in the groundwater. [WR-00024(4)].

RES S First Paragraph - This issue will be addressed as part of the separate ongoing

investigation of chemical contamination at the site.

Second Paragraph - This information has been incorporated.

Third Paragraph - The effort described is the subject of an ongoing investigation of
chemical contamination at the site.
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I #134,142
_Qbnfl=: Geophysical surveys were conducted in only four areas, but no explanation was
given for the choice of these four areas. We are particularly interested in clarifying whether the
areas not surveyed have buried drums. Also, it is unclear whether the drums located by
magnetic profiling are suspected of containing plutonium contaminated wastes. A determination
should be made as to the type and level of contamination present (if any) and, if present, provide
dose and risk estimates for this material. [WR-00024(5), WR-00024(7)].

R The four areas surveyed were selected based on a records search and
available access for launcher burial at the time of the accident. This information has been
added to the R[/FS report. Areas not surveyed are the subject of the above-referenced
ongoing investigation. The geophysical survey located magnetic anomalies that could
represent drums, but the survey did not locate, nor is it capable of identifying subsurface
objects. The risk estimates requested were covered in the intruder scenario of the risk
assessment contained in the EIS.

#135
CONMNT: Reference to Pages 3-80 to 3-81 (RI/FS); An explanation should be provided in
this section as to why background soil samples were not analyzed for the complete set ofI analyses as were other samples. [WR-00024(5)].

RESPONSE: The reason for this is that all synthetic organic chemicals present on-site were
assumed to be attributable to site activities; however, this was not the case for naturally-
occurring metals. This information will be added. Again, chemical contamination at the
site is the subject of a separate ongoing investigation.

-- #136
COMMENT: The report (RI/FS) indicates inconsistencies in determining the activity patterns
of the site related contaminants due to either contaminant migration from the source area or due
to a groundwater recharge area centered near monitoring well PU-4. The Earth Technology
Corporation notes that well coverage in the northeastern portion of the site is insufficient to draw
any conclusions as to the reason for lowered radioactivity near MW-48. EPA recommends
additional wells to the northeast of MW-48 to further characterize the groundwater activity trend
in this location. [WR-00024(5)].

RESPONSE: Since this RI/FS did not detect radionuclides in groundwater that are
attributable to the site the concepts of "activity patterns of site-related contaminants," and
"contaminant migration" in groundwater do not apply to this site. The suggestion that
additional wells are required near MW-48 to determine the reason for a lackof activity in
that well seems particularly inappropriate, because all available evidence indicates that the
gross alpha and beta activities are associated with naturally-occurring radionuclides. If this
is the case, the lowered activity patterns at MW-48 have no bearing on this investigation.

I
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#137 i
The hypothesis by Earth Technology suggests that suspended sediments have contributed to
unusually high concentrations of total aluminum and iron, not typical of the Pinelands region.
According to the RI/FS, the filtered samples taken were depicted as turbid due to inconsistent
filtration efficiency. Therefore, the data representing metal concentrations in Table 4-5 and 4-6
are not representative of the site and are considered invalid. However, there was no mention
that follow-up sampling would take place as a result. Follow-up filtered sampling is
recommended to ensure that the actual metal concentrations are below regulatory limits.i
[WR-=4(5)].

RSPONSE A sampling program is being undertaken as part of an ongoing investigation 3
of chemical contamination at the site. The regulatory limits referred to are secondary
standards, not primary drinking water standards.

#138
COMMENT: The 26 soil borings terminated at depths of 10 feet or less even though the water
table is 20 to 50 feet below the surface at the site. Also, the results in Table 4-24 indicate that I
soil from 7 of the boreholes exhibited counts per minute (cpm) values at the bottom of the
borehole that were equal to or greater than the cpm values at shallower depths. For this reason,
we recommend soil analysis down to the water table to more accurately determine the potential
for migration. Also, it should be stated whether the values cited (ca. 100-200 cpm) are
considered to be background levels. [WR-00024(5)]. 5
R This comment takes into consideration only field screening (FIDLER) data.
We believe that a much more reliable indication of plutonium distribution with depth is
derived from review of the laboratory analytical data (plutonium analysis by alpha
spectroescopy) also contained in Table 4-24. The analytical data indicate that in jIL cases
at the bottom of the borehole plutonium activity is less than 1 Qig, and furthermore, in
almost all but one case, there is a decrease of one or more orders of magnitude in
plutonium activity from the surface to the bottom of the borehole. We believe it is
inadvisable to drill through contaminated areas to the water table, given the fact that this
investigation has established that vertical distribution of plutonium is in almost all areas of
the site limited to the upper few feet of the soil column. Borehole installation could
introduce radioactive contaminants to groundwater. A more reliable indication of the 3
potential for contaminant migration in groundwater is groundwater sampling data.

#139
COMMENT& Reference to Section 4.1.5.2.1 (RI/FS); This section indicates the unlikelihood
that the drainage ditch north of Shelter 204 has contributed to off-site contamination. The point
of intermittent high radioactivity near the northeastern boundary of the facilities may imply that I
this assumption is incorrect. Additional surface water and surface soil samples northeast of
monitoring wells MW-48 are recommended to confirm that plutonium is not migrating northeast
via surface water runoff. [WR-00024(6)J.
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~ESPONSE Existing data generated by the in-situ survey indicate a lack of contamination
in the drainage ditch area. The point of intermittent activity is unrelated to the drainage

I ditch because the drainage ditch does not drain this area or flow nearby. This point was
sampled during the investigation with essentially background levels of plutonium detected.

I #140
C As stated in the RIMFS, it has yet to be determined if any natural or man-made
surface drainages, underground drainage conduits or tunnels which could influence surfaceI recharge and underground flow direction exists. EPA recommends that such an investigation
be conducted.

I Planning for the treatment and disposal of plutonium-bearing soil should take into account recent
work on facilitated transport of contaminants attached to colloids. For example, trace amounts
of plutonium and americium were found attached to colloids almost two miles from a Los
Alamos National Laboratory site where the radionuclides had been treated and disposed. (See
W.R. Penrose at al, Environmental Science Technology 24, Vol. 228, 1990, and the July 1991
"Environmental Research Brief - Facilitated Transport of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground
Water, Part H: Colloidal Transport" (EPA/600/M-91/040). [WR-00024(6)].

i SPOSE First Paragraph - The direction of groundwater flow at the site is adequately
defined regardless of small-scale localized perturbations caused by man-made objects.
These objects may cause localized increases in infiltration and recharge, but are not
expected to alter or otherwise significantly influence groundwater flow directions at the site.

Second Paragraph - It is unclear how colloidal transport of contaminants in groundwater
will affect soil treatment or disposal.

#141
I £QMZNI RCRA regulated constituents were tested for in the soil groundwater at the site.

The levels appear to be below the federal and state action levels as specified in draft RCRA
corrective action regulations and guidance. The relation of these sampling results should be

I clearly indicated in the Executive Summary and other appropriate sections of the report.

Future analytical work at the site should include retesting for RCRA and TSCA regulated
I constituents, including Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure (TCLP), to confirm their

presence or absence. [WR-00024(6)].

I BESPNSL First Paragraph - This information has been added to the EIS.

Second Paragraph - The proposed sampling would be necessary prior to disposal of soils.
Appropriate analytical work will be performed prior to any shipment of wastes off-site.

#145
C It is stated on Page 3-20 (RI/FS) that, "Background was established several times
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daily by taking readings in uncontaminated areas." The location at which these readings were i
taken should be specified. [WR-00024(7)].

RES SE This information was added to the final RI/FS and EIS.

#146I
C dReference to Section 3.6.1 (RI/PS); There is a scarcity of sampling data for the

two culverts on the BOMARC Missile Site. The extent of contamination should be determined,
in addition to effects that this may have on the amount of material requiring remediation. [WR-
00024(7)].

R The effects on waste volume will be small, if any. Sampling of culverts and 3
surrounding soils will be undertaken as part of the remedial action.

#147-I
CQhjbflW. Reference to Section 3.6.2.5.3; Samples (corings) should be obtained to
determine the extent of contamination in the base of the bunker. [WR-00024(7)].

RESPONSE Due to significant health and safety concerns involved with placement of
sampling personnel inside a small underground radioactive enclosed space, the Air Force
has not cored and does not plan to core the base of the underground bunkers. Bunkers will
be removed under active restoration alternatives, with any underlying soils contaminated
above action levels removed also. These actions will be documented in remedial design
documents for any active restoration remedial alternative selected.

#149
COMENT Reference to Section 4.1.3.6.2 (RI/FS); Elimination of four positive values near
the accident site, because little aerial deposition was expected in this particular area, may not
be a valid determination. Instead, these values should only be eliminated based on the results
of appropriate sampling and analytic techniques. [WR-00024(7)].

RESPONSE Text in Section 4.1.3.6.2 has been modified to explain the rationale for
elimination of data points.

#150 I
M Reference to Section 4.1.3.8.3 (RI/FS); The vertical extent of contamination at

Station 001-SL-IS3, which is a "high activity zone", should be determined. Samples collected
at this station have exceed 100,000 pCi/gm. [WR-00024(8)].

RESPONS The activity levels of over 100,000 pCi/g were found in the <20 micron
particle size fraction of the sample; this fraction represents a few percent of the bulk soil _
sample, and these few percent are in the particle size range that has the greatest afinity
for plutonium. In other words, radioactivity has been artificially concentrated in this
sample fraction. As shown in Table 4-30, the corresponding sample fraction of >20
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I micron particles had an activity of 58 pCi/g. The > 20 micron fraction comprises at least
90% of the sample. As for defining the extent of vertical contamination at any particular

I point on-site, we believe that this is unnecessary. Any active restoration remedial
alternative will include confirmatory sampling to ensure that the full vertical extent of
contamination is remediated to the appropriate cleanup level.

I #152
COMMENT: Reference to Figure 4-38 (RI/FS); Very little sampling has been done in the

I bunker area (#306) although this area consistently shows activity levels in excess of EPA's soil
screening level (0.2 uCi/m2). Further sampling may be required at this location. [WR-
00024(8)].

RESPOS This area was sufficiently investigated using the HPG; levels of radiation do
not approach the cleanup criterion for soil. Therefore, additional sampling is not required.

#154IQMMff: The point of intermittent high activity" identified near the northeastern boundary
of the facility should be analyzed. [WR-00024(9)].

SRES S This area was sampled, as described in Section 3.6.2.6.8 of the RI/FS, and
as shown on Figure 3-39.

I #165
C Reference to Section 5.1.1.2 (RI/FS); Contamination at BOMARC Missile Site
has been demonstrated to exist in discrete "hot spots". Therefore, it is not valid to eliminate

I sampling below 18 inches at such "hot spots" on the basis that a boring not immediately adjacent
to the area in question (i.e., approximately 20 ft away) did not reveal contamination below two
feet.

I The missing front doors and sheet metal portion of the roof from Shelter 204 may be significant
sources of contamination. This section is unclear as to whether these items are missing in the
same manner as the missile launcher, or are simply not physically present, but are accounted for.
If these items are in a known location, it should be stated in the document, including level of
contamination and the remediation options. If the location of the items is unknown, then effortsI should be made to locate them. [WR-00024(13)].

RESPO E DIrst Paragraph - Ie lack of definition of the vertical extent of
contamination at a single location is not seen as a significant issue. Confirmatory sampling
will be performed as part of any active restoration alternative to confirm the depth of
remedlation. Sampling was not eliminated at this location based on the nearby boring
referenced. This location was sampled using hand tools, and the Predetermined total depth
of sampling was 18 inches. iTe information on the depth of contamination in the nearby
boring was included because it was the closest sampling point where the depth of
contamination had been established.
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Second Paragraph - This has been clarified. The location of the referenced items is
unknown. Efforts to locate these Items (geophysical surveys) were made during the RI.
This will be clarified in the RUFS report. Efforts to locate the items will be made in the
same manner as efforts to locate the missile launcher, i.e., as part of any active restoration
remedial alternative selected.

#177 I
CQb2fl Reference to Appendix D (RIFS): Raw Field Data; Future reports should
include maps to illustrate the locations for the air sampling, well purging, and surface water
samples. The one map provided only shows the boring and coring points.
[WR-00024(14)].

RSP SE The maps requested are provided In the text of the R/FS report.
#182

CQbfld]M It is understood that the chemical analyses data will be used in this report only
to assess potential impacts on the remedial treatments due to their presence, and that the
remediation of the chemical contaminants found (to include organic solvents) will be addressed I
under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) RF for McGuire AFB. [WR-00025(1)].

BFSPONSL That is correct. Another RMIFS for McGuire AFB Is in preparation.

#187CQhIM L Reference to Section 3 (RI'FS) - Field Investigation Program; The culvert under

Route 539 should be sampled to determine if there is any contamination, unless this work has
already been performed. [WR-00025(2)].

BZ ML The culvert will be sampled during the remedial design phase.

#191
C Reference to Page 3-49 (RI/FS): Indicate whether or not the filter paper was
wetted prior to wiping the test surface and if so, with what. [WR-0025(2)].

]WNSE.i: 'his issue has been clarified in the final RI/FS. The filter paper was not
wetted.

1192
CQMENL Reference to Page 3-84 (RI/FS): The method used to sort the soil sample should
be identified. (WR-00025(2)].

R The method used (sieving) was identified in the text. I
#193 M1EN Reference to Page 3-86 (RI/FS): Explain the apparent discrepancy between the

2-3 3-18



I

I number of holes drilled on this page versus Page 3-18 and Page 4-88. [WR-00025(2)].

E RESPNSE This has been clarified in the final RIFS.

#194
ICQMU~ff Reference to Section 3 (RI/FS) - Field Investigation Program, Page 3-95; The
Department does not recommend the use of hexane in its decontamination procedures for
inorganics; but since pesticide grade hexane was used, deleterious effects are expected. [WR-
00025(2)1.

RE NSE Noted.

#195I £Q IENT:Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS); It is stated "The wells sampled included PU-I
through PU-7 and MW-47 through MW-49." A total of 22 samples (both filtered and unfiltered)
"were shipped to the laboratory to be analyzed for gross alpha and gross beta. Samples from
three of the wells (with a fourth sample as a duplicate from well PU-7) were also analyzed for
Pu-239 by alpha spectroscopy." Table 4-2 indicates that groundwater samples from five wells
(PU-3, PU-6, PU-7, MW-48 and MW-49) were analyzed for Pu-239. A duplicate sample from

i Pu-7 (denoted as PU-10) was also analyzed for Pu-239. [WR-00025(3)].

RES NSE: This issue has been clarified in the fiMal RI/IS.

I#196
CQ~NL Reference to Page 4-6 (RI/FS), Table 4-2; Explain the discrepancy in the numberE of wells sampled for Pu-239 in the table (5 wells) versus the text on Page 4-4, Paragraph 4 (4
wells). [WR-00025(3)].

I RESPNSE: This issue has been clarified in the final RI/MS.

#197
I CQMZ Reference to Page 4-9 (RIIFS), Paragraph 1; Explain the discrepancy between

Table 4-2 and the text. Table 4-2 indicates there are 8 samples where gross alpha activity
exceeded 15 pCi/L and if the positive error factor is included, there are 12. The text indicated

I 9 samples exceeded 15 pCi/L and 4 of these exceeded the level only if their positive error factor
was included. [WR-0005(3)].

I RSPONSE This issue has been clarified in the final RI/M'.

#198
£QMMNL Reference to Page 4-9 (RI/FS); It is stated that "A total of nine of the samples
collected contained gross alpha in concentrations exceeding State and Federal Action Levels,
only one of which was a filtered sampled. Four of these samples, including the one filtered
sample, exceeded the action level only if the positive error factor [ranging from +/- 2 pCi/L
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to +/- 7 pCi/L] was added to the reported activity." Review of Table 4-2 indicates that a total I
of twelve (12) groundwater samples from eight of the ten wells sampled (including both
duplicate samples) exceeded the action level for gross alpha (15 pCi/L) if the positive error
factor is included. [WR-00025(3)].

RESPONSE This issue has been clarified in the final RIMFS.

#199,200
C Reference to Page 4-14 (RI/FS); It is stated that "the environmental investigation I
(Weston, 1989), performed in 1987, detected Pu-239 (0.9 +/- 0.3 pCi/L) in the first unfiltered
ground water samples collected from well PU-4 after the well was installed. It was thought that
the well may have been contaminated when it was constructed." [WR-00025(3)].

Although the presence of Pu-239 in PU-4 may be attributable to contamination during
construction, plutonium was also detected in unfiltered groundwater samples from other wells U
at the site including PU-2, PU-3 and PU-7 (see Page 3-53 of the EIS). These wells may also
have been contaminated during construction, but this has not been confirmed. [WR-00025(3)].

RESPONSE: Issue noted.

#201 I
COMMENT: Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS) - Results and Significance of Findings, Page 4-14:
A general increase in gross alpha and gross beta activity was found toward the northeast at the
site. It is stated that "Because none of the samples from the wells showed measurable I
plutonium, iL would appear that the gross alpha and beta activities are not due to plutonium
contamination. Due to local groundwater divide in the vicinity of monitor well PU-4, and the
fact that the pH at the site averages 4.72, it is hypothesized that "low activity rainwater
infiltrates the ground surface near well PU-4; as it migrates through the ground, it leaches those
naturally occurring alpha emitters such as uranium and thorium."

Although this is a reasonable hypotheses, information must be provided to support it since
infiltration of the low pH rainwater may also increase the solubility of plutonium. The required
information may include published data on groundwater analyses and gross alpha and beta from
wells in other areas of the Pinelands and/or sampling and analysis of groundwater from wells
in both recharge and discharge areas of the Pinelands. Existing wells located at McGuire AFB 3
(but preferably not the BOMARC Missile Site) may be used for this purpose. [WR-00025(3)].

US EI The Air Force has conducted additional groundwater sampling and analysis,
the results of which support the stated hypothesis. Results are included in the final RI/MS.

#202 I
C Reference to Section 4 (RI/PS) - Results and Significance of Findings, Page 4-15:
It is stated that several volatile organic compounds (VOC's) were detected in monitor wells at
the site. Some of these VOC's are attributed to laboratory contamination since they were also
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Im detected in quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) blanks. "Trichloroethylene and 1,2-
dichloroethylene are shown to be present in ground water at the BOMARC Missile Site. TheU levels of these contaminants range from 8 pg/l to 81 pg/l."

The magnitude and extent of the VOC's contamination in groundwater at the site is currentlyI being investigated under the IRP RI/FS for McGuire AFB. Because of the potential health risks
associated with future use of groundwater at the site (if it is not remediated), the proposed
remedial alternatives must include institutional controls (i.e., deed restrictions) at the site (see
General Comments above). [WR-0 5(4)].

RESONSE: Chemical contaminants are the subject of an ongoing investigation at the site,
and remedial measures required as a result of chemical contamination will be addressed
within that context.

#204
COMMI. Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS) - Results and Significance of Findings, Page 4-15,
Paragraph 1; An incorrect statement is made that the 15 pCi/L standard for gross alpha was not
exceeded. [WR-00025(4)].

- RESONS This issue is clarified in the final RIFS.

#205I~CQ~daI Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS) - Results and Significance of Findings, Page 4-15:
It is stated that "All gross alpha and gross beta levels found were below the State and Federal
Action Levels for drinking water, so no radiological hazard exists, even if these wells were used
as a potable water source, which they are not."

As stated above, 12 samples from 8 wells were found to exceed the state and federal actionIlevels for gross alpha (15 pCi/L). This level is the same as the Federal Maximum Contaminant
Level (MCL) listed in the National Interim Primary Drinking Water Standards (NPDWS). The
MCL for gross alpha excludes radon and uranium. Since the amount of alpha activity

Is attributable to naturally occurring radon and uranium (or to anthropogenic plutonium) is not
known, these levels are a concern and therefore must be considered in the proposed remedial
alternatives. [WR-00025(4)].

-- N The Air Force has conducted additional groundwater sampling. Results areI included in the FEIS and RMJFS.

#207I- N Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS) - Results and Significance of Findings, Page 4-
72, Paragraph 3; Results of the HPG survey of soils at the site indicates that "Outside the
BOMARC property fence, the highest activity was detected in the ponding area to the west of
Highway 539 (Fort Dix property)." The impact to groundwater due to plutonium or its decay
products is uncertain but assumed to be non-existent. No information is available regarding the
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impact to groundwater due to the discharge of VOC's and rocket fuel in this area. [WR- U
00025(5)].

RES S Noted. Chemical contamination at the site is the subject of a separate
ongoing investigation.
#208I

£QMI~ Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS) - Results and Significance of Findings; A shallow
monitor well must be installed downgradient of ponding area. T1his well must be sampled for
Target Compound List (TCL) VOC's, TCL semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOC's), Target
Analyte List (TAL) inorganics, total dissolved solids (TDS), gross alpha, gross beta and Pu-239
using alpha spectroscopy. Both filtered and unfiltered samples must be collected for the 3
inorganic analysis. (The installation and sampling of this monitor well may be included in the
ongoing RI/FS for McGuire AFB rather than the BOMARC Missile Site RIFS). [WR-
00025(5)].

RESPONSE The Air Force does not agree that there is currently a need for groundwater
monitoring for radioactive contaminants on the southwestern portion of the site. During I
a Technical Review Committee meeting held on April 13-14, 1989 and attended by EPA and
NJDEPE, the Air Force solicited and received Input on groundwater monitoring efforts.
As a result of that meeting, It was agreed to sample ten monitoring wells in the vicinity of I
Missile Shelter 204, where the bulk of radioactive contaminants are found. This sampling
has been accomplished. n

A separate issue raised, which involves resampling of the ten wells to determine the specific
radionuclides causing elevated gross alpha activity, is a valid issue, and the Air Force has
conducted groundwater sampling to determine whether the elevated gross alpha activity is, I
in fact, caused by naturally-occurring radionuclides (see response to V's 30, 33, 91, 94, 109,
188, 189). No radionuclides attributable to the missile accident were detected in wells 3
surrounding the most heavily contaminated area on-site (the Shelter 204 area), so we
conclude that there is no need to investigate groundwater in the much less significant
potential source area located on the southwestern portion of the site. I
#212
COMT : Reference to Section 4 (RI/FS) - Results and Significance of Findings, Page 4-
131, Paragraph 2; While the "assigned value" may be less reliable than actual laboratory data,
the fact that the value exceeds the U.S. background level by a factor of 33 is also significant.
The correlation work in Appendix I was presented to support the use of the "assigned values"
in place of the lost samples, it is inappropriate to discount the validity of this datum if similar
type data are to be utilized elsewhere. [WR-00025(5)].

RFSIME : Comment noted.

I
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02.02.02.02 FATE AND TRANSPORT OF CONTAMINANTS

U#43,44
CON4IT The draft EIS does not discuss whether Pu-239 and Am-241 act similarly in theU "TRU-Clean" process. Since all results of the test soils have been evaluated in terms of Am-241
activity, the resultant Pu-239 activity needs to be established before this system is to be used.
In the discussion of soil properties important in plutonium and americium migration, the draft

I B EIS indicates that "plutonium is preferentially bound to silt and very fine sand particles."
However, two of the studies cited in Table 3-6 indicate binding of plutonium to clay is virtually
equal to its binding with silt and very fine sand. Iron and manganese oxides in soil are strong

I absorbers of plutonium and should therefore be characterized to better understand plutonium
retention. Accordingly, we recommend that the Air Force provide additional soil analysis
information so we can properly evaluate plutonium retention at the site. Furthermore, the pH

I of the soils should be determined to characterize which ionic species is being absorbed. [WR-
00014(4)].

I The historical plutonium migration velocities cited in the draft EIS are for two specific
plutonium compounds (i.e., PuO2 and Pu[NO3]4). Since no species of plutonium is identified
for the BOMARC Missile Site, it is unclear whether the plutonium present will behave in a

I similar manner. We believe that this information is necessary to adequately assess the
radiological hazard and to evaluate a!ternative management and cleanup strategies. Accordingly,
additional information should be provided which explains what type of material is present at
BOMARC Missile Site and how it compares to historical velocities. [WR-00014(4,5)].

RESPONSE: Implementation of the Preferred Alternative (Off-site Disposal Alternative)
would remove the potential for leaching of plutonium at the site, since ail material
contaminated above the cleanup level would be removed and transported to a licensed
radioactive waste disposal facility. Implementation of the On-site Treatment Alternative
would require additional testing prior to completion of the remedial design.
Implementation of the NEPA No Action Alternative would involve continuing soil analysis
to confirm plutonium retention at the site.

#30,91
I COMEN: Concerns the ability of plutonium to be transported through groundwater with soil

colloids. (WR-O0011(1), WR-00021(3)].

I RESPONSE: See response to Comment #'s 30, 33, 91, 94, 99, 109, 188, and 189 under
Section 02.02.02.01.

I #31,92
COMENT: It is then postulated in the RI/FS that the increase in gross alpha and beta activity
is due to leaching of naturally occurring uranium and thorium by infiltration of low pH rainwater

I in the recharge area in the vicinity of well PU-4. Although this may be occurring to some
degree, leaching of plutonium cannot be ruled out. [WR-00011(1), WR-00021(3)].

I B RESPONSE: See response to Comment #'s 30, 33, 91, 94, 109, 188, 189 under Section

02.02.02.01.
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#104 1
C Reference to EIS Appendix 8, - 2.1.1; Could resuspension rates have been more
site specific, considering the dry, sandy soil indigenous to the Pine Barrens, rather than using
the geometric mean of a range of resuspension rates for lightly vegetated soil? (WR-00022(3)].

REPOS: The final RI/FS and the FEIS will explain the basis for the resuspension rate
that was used In the model runs.

#201I
C Concerns a general increase in gross alpha and gross beta in the northeastern part

in of the site. [WR-00025(3)].

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #'s 30, 33, 91, 94, 109, 110, 188, and 189 underi
Section 02.02.02.01.

#209 1
Q : On Page 4-86, Figure 4-13 of the RI/FS. The contours indicate a different

distribution pattern then would be expected considering the prevailing wind direction at the time
of the incident. Further explanation is desirable to clarify why a pattern such as depicted in
Figure 4-32 was not observed. [WR-00025(5)].

RESPO.I: This has been clarified in the rmal RIFS.

02.02.02.03 METHODOLOGY/ ASSUMPTIONS/ CALCULATIONS

#29!

COMMENT: The doses and risks to off-site populations presented in both Section 4 and
Appendix 8 are reasonable estimates. Although we did not have access to the input parameters
used in the GENII code (Annex 1 of Appendix 8), the information in the text of Appendix 8
presented enough information about the source term for us to run our own dose estimate I
calculations to off-site populations. Our calculations substantiate the results presented in Section
4 of the DEIS regarding dose estimates to off-site population. (WR-(0010(1)]. 3
RES Noted.

#67 1
COM3L In light of the possible difficulties in modeling "hot spot" contamination at the
BOMARC Missile Site, we recommend that the Air Force clarify the use of RESRAD as an
appropriate analytical tool for estimating dose rates and deriving soil cleanup goals. When all
input parameter values and assumptions have been identified, the Air Force should perform a
RESRAD run based on-site-specific data (i.e., actual soil concentrations), rather than runs based
on normalized unit area or mass concentration data. This should be followed by both uncertainty
and sensitivity analyses. [WR-00020(2)]. i
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iRES The Air Force feels that the models in the RESRAD code are an appropriate
methodology for the BOMARC Missile Site. The code was written specifically for deriving3 allowable residual concentrations of radionuclide In soil.

Guidance on non-homogenous distribution of contamination will be incorporated in to the
I model runs.

Unit concentration runs will be replaced with "actual value" runs. The sensitivity analysisS in RESRAD, which various a single parameter at a time, will be utilized. A discussion of
uncertainties has been added.

I #69
COMMENT: Further clarification of the baseline risk assessment and RESRAD program is
needed, so that we may evaluate the applicability or credibility of the calculations. Specifically,

IEwe request a clearer presentation of default and site-specific parameters used in the RESRAD
program. [WR-00020(2)].

I RES SE Values used for parameters in the modeling of radiological impacts will be
presented in the RESRAD output tables of Annex 2, Appendix B.

U #72
C Why are results of the hazard assessments based on recent surveys when over 30

i years of data have been collected? [WR-00020(4)].

REPOSE: See response to Comment #s 72 and 157 under Section 02.02.02.01.

I #73,158
£QM]U The unit concentration approach employed in the RESRAD modelling involves
the use of normalized unit mass or unit area concentrations, instead of actual soil concentration
data, to calculate dose rates to the maximally exposed individual. The committed effective dose
equivalent dose rate estimates, in mrem per year (resulting from a RESRAD run using this
approach) must be re-divided by the initial unit area or mass concentration to provide a final
result in terms of mrem per year per pCi/nf or mrem per year per pCi/m2. This approach may
be convenient for scaling dose rate estimates up or down depending on soil concentration data
selected and, as demonstrated in the SAIC report, leads to equivalent results. However, in our
opinion it is unnecessarily confusing and should be avoided. As suggested in our November 6,
1991 letter regarding the review of radiological surveys and baseline risk assessment for the

I BOMARC Missile Site, the most straightforward approach involves the direct use of site-specific
soil concentration data. This results in a total dose rate estimate that does not require further
manipulation. This is the approach used in the recent RESRAD runs performed by SAIC to
verify previous unit concentration calculations. [WR-00020(5), WR-00024(10)].
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&S L A RESRAD run using actual site average Pu-239 levels will be included in I
the FEIS. All other assumptions the same, the dose rate calculated in the EIS will not
change. 5
#74,159
C According to the DOE's A Manual for Implementing Residual Radioactive
MaL Guidelines (DOE/CH/8901, June 1989), RESRAD is used to derive guidelines for
allowable concentrations of residual radioactive material in soil. It assumes a homogenous
contamination of large areas (several hundred square meters or more) with the distribution of I
radionuclides averaged over any 100-m2 area and depth of 0.15-m-thick layer. As described in
the EIS and RI/FS reports, radioactive contamination at BOMARC Missile Site is non-uniformly
distributed over the site in 'hot spots', at various depths, and activity levels, and involves I
structural components of the missile shelter, manholes, soil in the shelter area, asphalt, concrete,
and materials and sediments in the primary drainage ditch. While the above referenced manual
provides additional guidelines and criteria for dealing with inhomogeneous contamination (see I
Section 3.3), we found no evidence in either assessment that this guidance was applied. We
suspect, therefore, that the RESRAD runs for both assessments fail to model the site adequately
and that, as stated on Page 51 of the DOE manual, "the presence of hot spots could potentially I
pose a greater risk of exposure to individuals using the site than the risk associated with
homogenous contamination." (WR-00020(5), WR-00024(I1)].

RESPOSE: The discussions of hot spots and non-homogeneous contamination contained
in DOE/CH/8901 have been reviewed and incorporated into the assessment. 5
Note: RESRAD "assumes" whatever parameter values are used as input; a 15-cm
contamination depth, for Instance, is not locked into the code. 3
#75,160
.C_2.M *t] The approach used for the analyses reported in the EIS and RI/FS does not follow
the guidance suggested by EPA for risk assessment under the Superfund program. Chapter 10,
"Radiation Risk Assessment Guidance", of EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund:
Volume I - Human Health Evaluation Manual (PaW A - Baseline Risk Assessment) EPA/540/I- I
89/002 (December 1989), recommends a two-phase evaluation: (1) estimation of the dose
equivalent rate to individuals using ICRP and EPA (Federal Guidance Report No. 11)
methodologies to compare dose rate results with radiation protection standards and criteria; and 5
(2) estimation of the health risk to individuals based on the age averaged lifetime excess cancer
incidence per unit intake or exposure to compare risk results with EPA's remedial risk range,
e.g., 10' to 101 lifetime excess total cancer risk. Exposure parameters (duration, frequency,
and intake values) should be consistent with those provided in Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund: Volume I - Human Health Evaluation Manual Supplemental Guidance: "Standard
Default Exposure Factors." (Interim Final) OSWER Directive 9285.6-03 (March 25, 1991). I
[WR-o020(6), WR-00024(11)].
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I RES The current analysis follow the suggested guidance fairly closely:

3 1. Dose equivalent rates were calculated using ICRP and DOE methods;

2. Health risks to the population were estimated.

I The exposure parameter values in EPA's OSWER Directive 9285.6-03 are used.

#84
COMMNT: Thre is also disagreement with the Air Force's use of average concentrations.
The contamination at the BOMARC Missile Site is not uniformly distributed and localized "hot
spots" are found around the site. The baseline risk assessment does not adequately address the
fact. The doses derived based on uniform distribution would underestimate the risk associated
with the use of this land. [WR-00021(2)].

RSNSE: The discussion of hot spots and non-homogeneous contamination containedI in DOE/CH/8901 has been incorporated into the assessment as appropriate.

#85
I £CQIUM The Air Force is not using the latest version of a computer model (RESRAD)

which it uses to calculate acceptable doses to the lung and bone. [WR-00021(2)].

S RESPONSE The RESRAD Version 4.1 is now utilized.

#71
-- E Significant parts of the data sets are incomplete and/or not fully documented and

some discussion of the baseline risk is iradequate. This made it difficult to identify, verify and
evaluate key modeling assumptions and parameters such as activity concentrations inI environmental media (soil, air, water, biota), the Pu-239/Am-241 activity ratio, source
characteristics (areal and vertical extent of contamination, degree of homogeneity), and exposure
conditions (duration, frequency). We recommend the inclusion of data summary tables andI additional explanatory text. [WR-00020(4)].

USPIiSE The Appendix containing details of the risk assessment has been expanded and
II rewritten. Major modeling assumptions are stated in the text of the Appendix and all

parameter values are listed in the Annex.

I #87
CObIME Staff did not get the same answers when it ran calculations (Baseline Radiological
Assessment) with the same input parameters. An example is the derivation of doses to the lung
and bone. [WR-021(2)].

DES WSE: The methodology for the radiological assessment has been modified. An
effective dose equivalent limit of four nirem per year was used as input into RESRAD and
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to calculate the soil guideline. This dose represents an excess lifetime cancer risk of 10' to
10- See response to Comment #128 for a detailed discussion.

#88
Q The output of RESRAD is a site specific soil criteria. The Air Force did not use
the one calculated by RESRAD. The Air Force appear to be using an intermediate output of i

RESRAD, the Dose to Source Ratio (DSR). The Air Force the DSR and then uses EPA's soil
guidance to determine a clean-up level. The soil criteria calculated by RESRAD is 110 gsCi/m'
for Pu-239. The EPA guidance is 0.2 UCi/m 2 . The Air Force criteria was calculated using
RESRAD's DSR is 3 %Ci/m2. If the soil criteria from RESRAD was not used, then what
justifies the use of the DSR? The discrepancies between these three levels should be explained.
[WR-O0021(2)].

RESOSE The approach to the radiological assesment was modified. The dean up
level is now based directly on the output from RESRAD. An effective dose equivalent of I
4 mrem per year will be used as the input into RESRAD for the soil guideine. This dose
represents an excess lifetime cancer risk of 10' to 10. The cleanup criterion will be
expressed in units of pCi/g. See response to Comment #128 for a detailed discussion.

#89,123,223 1
£QNMEIT The use of default vs. site specific values as inputs into the RESRAD model
should be explained. [WR-00021(2), WR-00022(5), WR-00025(7)].

BZ S E: Site-speciflc parameter values have been used where available. Where theym
were not available, default values were used.

#901
C There is not a logical progression between the baseline risk assessment and
radiation exposure calculations. [WR-00021(2)]. 3
RESPONSE This section was revised.

#103
COMMENT: Reference to EIS Appendix 8 - 2.1.1; Deriving cleanup criteria using a uniform
concentration is not appropriate at this site. 3
[WR-002(3)].

RSJP Non-homogenous distribution of contamination has been incorporated into
the model runs.

#104 _
C Concerns site-specific resuspension rates. [WR-00022(3)].

RESBME: See response to Comment #104 under Section 02.02.02.02.
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U #105IQUMMI Reference to EIS Appendix 8, Section 2.1.1; The Air Force diluted the effect of
the 7,118 ' area by averaging 63 &Ci/m2 with the 21,470 i area that averages only 0.3
pCi/m2 . What is the explanation for this dilution? [WR-00022(3)].

3 N The area of higher concentration is accounted for, but only in proportion to
its area. The area of higher concentration is small, relative to the overall area of the site,
and its small area accounts for the "dilution." Note: these areas and these associated
contamination levels have changed.

I #106,124,224
CQOMENT; The release rate calculated is not the same used in the GENII run in Appendix
J. The source term input is 74 pCi/yr instead of the 915 pCi/yr calculated using the "unit"

I concentration. Were the results then scaled by 28 instead of 15.9? [WR-00022(3), WR-
00022(5), WR-00025(7)].

I RESPONSE The release rate used as the basis for both calculations is 915 pCi/yr. GENII
runs were scaled as necessary to obtain this release rate. Release rates have been
recalculated, and GENII runs in the two documents are now identical.

I #107
CQMM=I Reference to EIS Appendix 8, Section 2.1.1; Why did the Air Force chose 100
mrem year as input to RESRAD for an acceptable dose for unrestricted access, when the EPA
based guideline dose rates are based on 4 mrem per year? [WR-00022(3)].

E PONSE: This has been changed. An effective dose equivalent of 4 mrem per year has
been used as the input into RESRAD as the soil guideline dose limit.

I #112,206
CQMgdl= Reference to Page 4-37 (RI/FS); Were the MESOI2.0 results scaled? Whenever

i results are scaled, this should be shown clearly in the RI/FS. This is a problem throughout the
document and Appendices. Conclusions reported in Appendix H should be included in this
section as well to make reading/reviewing easier. [WR-00022(4), WR-00025(4)].

I RESONSE This issue has been clarified in the final RI/FS and FEIS.

I #114,213
CQhjIIM* Reference to Page 4-157 (RI/FS); Were the GENII results scaled? Scaling results
should be clearly shown in calculations. Also see comments under Appendix J. Are the values

IDin Table 4-40 scaled? It appears that they are, but again there is no explanation or examples
showing this scaling factor. [WR-00022(4), WR-0 5(5)].

I BRE S This issue has been clarified in the final RI/FS and FEIS.
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#120,221 1
C As stated in this Appendix (RI/PS), there is much uncertainty associated with the
modeling, specifically the weather conditions, height of release, and material available for
release. There also is great uncertainty in the validity of the FDLER readings (measurement
and calibration procedures, definition of the lower limit of detection, etc.). How, then could one
of the Air Force's conclusions be: "The fact that well defined patterns were predicted by 3
MESOI 2.0, and none were found, argues that no measurable ground contamination occurred
from the Pu plume released during the fire." This sentence should be eliminated from the text.
It appears the only conclusion to be drawn is that no conclusion could be reached from this 3
exercise. [WR-00022(5), WR-00025(6)].

RUSONSE: The text of the RI/FS has been modified to incorporate this comment. 3
#151MMENT: Reference to Section 4.1.3.8.5 (RI/FS); The "energy ranges of interest" should 5
be identified. [WR-00024(8)].

RESiNM These have been identified in the final RIFS. I
#164
COMMENT: The estimated volumes in Table 5-3 of the RI/MS do not account for materials
currently stored on-site from past investigations. The manner in which these material are to be
addressed should be identified [WR-00024(12)]. 3
USOSE: These materials will be addressed through an existing Air Force contract for
disposal of radioactive waste. 3
#185
CQh L There are some fundamental problems with the derivation of the Site Specific Soil
Screening Level (SSSSL) of 3.0 pCi/m2 [WR-00025(2)].

RUPOSJ E The approach to the radiological assessment has been modified. The cleanup
level will be based directly on the output from RESRAD. An effective dose equivalent limit I
of 4 mrem per year will be used as the input into RESRAD for the soil guideline. This dose
represents an excess lifetime cancer risk of 10 to 10'. The cleanup criterion will be
expressed in units of pCi/g. See Comment #128 under Section 01.

02.02.02.04 EXPOSUREIPATHWAYS 3
CO0ET The Air Force should identify all exposure parameter values (exposure duration, 3
exposure frequencies, intake rates for air, water, soil) and assumptions for the farm family
scenario. These values and assumptions should be checked for consistency with those provided
in EPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) Directive 9285.6-03, 1
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-- "Standard Default Exposure Factors: (March 1991). In particular, we suggest that the Air
Force discuss the discrepancies between parameter values or assumptions presented in the draft

--E E S and those in the OSWER Directive.[WR-00020(2)].

RESPONSE All exposure parameter values are identified in the RESRAD output. TheI exposure parameter value In EPA's OSWER Directive 92856-03 is used in the final RI/FS.

#76,161
I COMMENT Why hasn't the soil ingestion exposure pathway been included in the farm family

exposure scenario for RESRAD modeling? In the baseline RESRAD runs, why is the calculatedI dose rate zero at years 50 and 100? Statements made in the RIFS and EIS suggest that Pu-239
and Am-241 have not migrated to a large extent in soil since their deposition 31 years ago. [WR-
00020(6), WR-00024(12)].

E REPONSE The soil ingestion pathway is included in the revised calculations.

The calculated dose rate drops to zero probably due to the simulated erosion of surface soil,
and the loss of surface contamination.

#102I NZ L Reference to EIS Appendix 8 - Section 1.1; A soil ingestion pathway should be
included. The default ingestion rate is 36.5 g/yr. Without this pathway, the ingestion doseI could be underestimated. [WR-00022(3)].

ESPOS This pathway is included in RESRAD Version 4.1. Version 4.1 was used forI the analysis completed in the risk assessment.

#186I _QON0ENT Reference to Page ES-9 (RI/FS): The rationale behind the use of the IIMEI to
obtain an upper bound estimate of risk is acknowledged; however, the use of the Reasonable
Maximum Exposure (RME) may have been more appropriate according to EPA risk assessment

-- guidance (risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, December 1989). Additionally if one
utilizes an upper bound to evaluate a situation, it may be beneficial to also examine a lower
bound estimate so that the full range of options available may be examined. It is recommendedI that this be done using the RME in conjunction with the IIMEI. [WR-00025(2)].

RESN The HMEI risk scenario was employed due to the difficulties inherent in
I bounding exposure scenarios that are projected thousands of years into the future. Due to

difficulties in controlling the site thousands of year in the future, no rationale for predicting
a reasonable exposure could be developed.

I- 02.02.02.05 SENSITIVIrY AND UNCERTAINTY ANALYSES
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#67
COIAMEWI Uncertainty and sensitivity analyses should be conducted on RESRAD output
data. (WR-M0020(2)].

R The sensitivity analysis in RESRAD, which varies single parameter at time,
will be utilized to identify parameters that the code is sensitive to.

#186
CQM ET : Concerns the use of HMH to obtain an upper bound estimate of risk. [WR-
00025(2)].

RI&iSL See response to Comment #186 under Section 02.02.02.04.

02.02.02.06 CLEANUP STANDARDS/RISK LEVELS/ARARs

#42
C An issue of particular concern to EPA is the use of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's (NRC) Guide 1.86, "Termination of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Reactors"
in determining the threshold limit for deciding what materials can remain on the site. It is not
clear whether these guidelines are appropriate to determine the cleanup levels in the remediation
of the plutonium-contaminated site. We believe this issue should be addressed prior to the
preparation of the FEIS. [WR-00014(4)].

USIKME: These guidelines are contamination limits for structures and equipment, not
soil. DOE (Order 5400.5) and NRC (Reg Guide 1.86) guidelines are essentially identical,
and were used because they are accepted by these regulatory agencies. No other
appropriate guidance is available.

#53

OMMENT: The Pinelands Protection Act (N.J.S.A 18A-1 et seq.) and the PinelandsI
Comprehensive Management Plan (N.J.A.C 7:50-1.1 et seq.) are Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) as defined by CERCLA. [WR-00017(l)]. 5
R As part of the FS, the alternatives were carefully evaluated for consistency
with ARARs, including the two regulations mentioned above. The Preferred Alternative
(off-site disposal) is consistent with New Jersey Pinelands Regulations.

#68
CQ~1ENT We do not agree with the Air Force's suggestion to use the derived BOMARC
Missile Site SSSSL of 3.0 gCi/m2 as the remediation goal for the BOMARC Missile Site.
Rather, we suggest the Air Force use levels of impact criteria as identified in the draft EIS for
air, ground water, and surface water to set the overall site remediation goals for radionuclides
in all pathways to a level corresponding to an individual lifetime excess total cancer risk of 101
or less. In a related matter, we suggest that the Air Force consult with the NRC on its plans
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E to develop residual activity criteria which will replace the surface contamination limits specified

in Regulatory Guide 1.86. [WR-00020(2)].

IR S NSE: The current approach to the radiological assessment has been modified. The
cleanup level is based on the output from RESRAD. An effect dose equivalent of 4 mrem
per year is used as the input into RESRAD for the soil guideline. The dose represents an
excess lifetime cancer risk of 10' to 10. The cleanup criterion is expressed in units ofi pCi/g. See response to Comment #128 under Section 01 for a detailed discussion.

The following additional modifications will be made:

I- RESRAD Version 4.1 will be utilized
- Guidance on non-homogenous distribution of contamination will be incorporated into

the model runs.

- The exposure parameter values in EPA's OSWER Directive 9285.6-03 will be used.
- The RIFS and EIS both indicate the reason for the resuspension rate that was used

in the model runs as appropriate.

- The sensitivity analysis in RESRAD, which varies a single parameter at a time, will
be utilized.

I #77,153
CON04ENT Reference to Section 4.1.5.1 (RI/FS); The 3.0 1&Ci/m calculated SSSSL is

I identified in this section, and used subsequently throughout the RI/FS. As with our earlier
comments, we recommend that instead of this derived limit, ARARs be used for air, ground
water, and surface water. An overall site remediation goal, for all radionuclides in all pathways,Ishould be set to a level corresponding to an individual lifetime excess total cancer risk of l04
or less. Specifically, the SSSSL of 3.0 sCi/m 2 calculated for BOMARC Missile Site should not
be used as a risk-based remediation goal for the following reasons.

Im The 1977 proposed EPA guidelines for exposures to transuranic (TRU) elements in the
environment (1 millirad (mrad) per year to the pulmonary lung or 3 mrad per year to the bone),5 which is used as the basis for the SSSSL derivation, is not a potential ARARs. The proposed
TRU guidelines have been neither finalized by EPA nor signed into law by the President. They
are still undergoing revision to bring risk methodologies into consistency with current practices,

Sand to ensure that the guidelines are compatible with other guidance under development by EPA.
[WR-00020(6), WR-00024(8)

I RESONSE: See response to Comment #68 in this section.

- #78,79,153
_QhMb ]M The 0.2 1,Ci/m2 soil "screening level" was not included in the TRU guidelines

as a "de facto" standard, but rather as a conservative estimate of a soil concentration (to a depth
I of I cm) that could reasonably be expected to give rise to dose rates below 1 mrad per year to

the lung or 3 mrad per year to bone. Its purpose was to reduce the land areas requiring

5 Appeadix 2-3 3-33

I



U

evaluation and to minimize the number of measurements needed. Areas which did not exceed i
the "screening level" would generally be considered in compliance with the guidance
recommendations; those that exceeded it would require more intensive evaluation to determine
actual dose rates to exposed persons. The soil "screening level" was derived for a hypothetical
TRU-contaminated site whose soil characteristics and Pu-239 concentrations were identical to
those at the Rocky Flats Plant in Colorado. EPA never intended, nor has it ever recommended, 3
that soil screening levels be calculated for TRU elements on a site-specific basis.

Notwithstanding the points above, the SSSSL for the BOMARC Missile Site was calculated
incorrectly. First, the BOMARC Missile Site SSSSL was calculated assuming a contamination
depth of 5.1 cm, not I cm as used in the EPA soil screening level calculation. Second, implicit
in the EPA level was the assumption of uniform soil contamination (for Pu-239 contaminated i
particle sizes under 2 mm to a depth of 1 cm), whereas the BOMARC Missile Site level is based
on non-uniformly distributed Pu and Am in the soil and structural materials at varying depths iand activity concentration levels. [WR-00020(6,7), WR-00024(9)].

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #68 in this section.

#99,115,163
COMMENT: The major comments are associated with the SSSSL of 3.0 gsCi/m 2 . There are
some fundamental problems with the derivation of this level. Changing this value will affect the
volume estimates, cost estimates, land use, and environmental consequences. [WR-00022(2),
WR-00022(4), WR-00024(12)]. i

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #68 in this section.

#80,162,166 3
COMMENT; EIS Table 2-1 (NRC Reg. Guide 1.86 Summary):

- Limits do not account for the depth or volume of contaminated material. i
- Limits do not equate to dose or risk levels. 3
- Procedures and detection limits of instruments may not be sensitive enough to meet the

release limits. i
- NRC is currently replacing Regulation Guide 1.86 with new residual radioactivity

guidelines to account for these deficiencies.[WR-00020(7), WR-00024(12), WR- i
00024(13)].

BLPONSE: These limits are used in the RIFS for structures - not soil. NRC is in the 3
process of developing information that will apparently replace Regulation Guide 1.86.
However, this process may take several years to complete. The Regulatory Guide will
continue to be used as guidance.
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E #83I Q : Dose objective of 100 mrem per year for Unrestricted Access Alternative is not
appropriate.

lESPONSE: The soil cleanup level is now based on a dose of 4 mrem per year.

#84
CQUMZ :I Tere is also disagreement with the Air Force's use of average concentrations.
The contamination at the BOMARC Missile Site is not uniformly distributed and localized -hot
spots" are found around the site. The baseline risk assessment does not adequately address the
fact. The doses derived based on uniform distribution would underestimate the risk associated
with the use of this land. [WR-00021(2)].

ESPNSE The discussion of hot spots and non-homogeneous contamination contained
in DOE/CH/8901 has been reviewed, and incorporated into the assessment as appropriate.

I #130
CON04ENT: Reference to Section 5.1.1.3.2 (RI/FS); In the Action-Specific Requirements on
Page 5-18, it is stated that prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) regulations may be anI ARARs for the site. It should be noted that radionuclides are no longer PSD affected pollutants.
Of course, PSD may be applicable to activities at the site which may lead to significant air
emissions of any other PSD affected pollutant. However, given the potential remedial activitiesI described and the small area covered by this site, it appears unlikely that this would occur. [WR-
00024(3)].

I E This information has been incorporated into the final RI/FS and EIS.

#171
I .. 0CQMbfl= Reference to Section 5.2.3.3 (RI/FS); To clarify the statement that "the quantity

of Pu unaccounted for by site characterization efforts is sufficient that it would pose high
risks...", the risk should be quantified. [WR-00024(14)].

RESPONSE The estimate of unaccounted for Pu-239 has been reduced. The riskI quantification is provided in the EIS (Unrestricted Access Alternative).

#179
I £QB2EIT The ARARs cited include the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

However, the RI/FS states that it is unknown whether the BOMARC Missile Site area has been
specifically studied. A determination of the presence of, and potential impacts on, cultural

I resources, in compliance with the NHPA, is a necessary component of the RIFS process. At
this point in the CERCLA process, such a study should include a determination of the presence
or absence of historic or prehistoric resources in each of the study area where earth-disturbing
activities would occur. This process is referred to as a Stage I Survey. Historical information
may be included in studies performed for McGuire AFB or Fort Dix, or information can be
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obtained from the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Office. These and other sources I
should be used to assist the archaeologists carrying out the survey in determining the nature and
extent of any necessary subsurface testing. Additionally, a copy of the survey should be
forwarded to the EPA.

A determination should be made of the presence or absence of, and direct or indirect impact on,
significant agricultural lands, pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 USC
4201 et seq.) and the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 CFR 658). The Soil
Conservation Service and the local Soil Conservation District should be contacted. [WR-
00024(15)].

RES SE Second and Third Paragraphs - The site surface and subsurface have been
heavily disturbed from construction activities. The Off-site Disposal Alterative would not I
disturb Pny new area. Information on prime agricultural lands has been obtained. Impact
of the Preferred Alternative on prime agricultural lands has been included in the FEIS.

#218
C Reference to Section 5 - Alternative Remedial Measures (RI/FS); Remedial action 5
goals are listed. The proposed remedial alternative do not comply with all of these goals since
they do not address contaminated groundwater at the site. [WR-00025(6)].

RESpONSE: The contamination referred to is chemical, not radioactive contamination.
As stated earlier, chemical contaminants are to be investigated and remediated under a
separate, ongoing program. I
02.02.02.07 PRESENTATION AND COMPLETENESS OF DATA

#71
COMAEN1L There are gaps in the data sets for the baseline risk assessment. [WR-00020(4)]. 3
RESPOSE: See response to Comment #71 under Section 02.02.02.03.

#98,184 I
CQZBCWI& The overall organization of the material is poor. The RIFS is hard to follow
because of missing Figums/Plates/Annexes, no explanation of the mathematical manipulation of
data, no follow through on calculations, the representation of similar data in separate sections,
and basic conclusions buried in Appendices. The Air Force should try to arrange the material
so that it can be reviewed logically without the need to acquire reference documents. [WR-
00022(2), WR-00025(1,2)].

RESPNSE The RI/FS was prepared in a logical organized manner and follows the EPA 5
and Air Force recommended formats for these reports. Information that was missing from
the Draft RI/FS has been added to the frnal document.
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-- #113
CQhjWM: Reference plates are missing from the RI/FS. Are they in a separate document?I [WR-0002(4)].

RESSE Reference plates have been provided in the final RIFS.

-- #122,222
COMMMUI This entire Appendix (Appendix J- RI/FS) lacked sufficient information to
perform a comprehensive review. In future revisions, please explain all derived dose rates and
show calculations. [WR-00022(5), WR-00025(7)].

I RESONSE Appendix J has been extensively revised to address this general comment.

#121
CON04ENT: All the figures in Appendix A of the RIMS are missing. [WR-00022(5)].

RESPNSE The figures have been added to the rinal RI/FS.

#143
i COMME: Figures 1-2, 1-3, and 14 referred to in Section 1.4 of the RI/FS are missing.

[WR-o0o24(7)].

i~BRESPOSE: This has been corrected in the final RI/FS.

#156
COMMENT: Significant parts of the data sets are incomplete and/or not fully documented, and
some discussion of the baseline risk assessment is incomplete. This made it difficult to identify,
verify and evaluate key modelling assumptions and parameters, such as activity concentrations
in environmental media (soil, air, water, biota), the Pu-239/Am-241 activity ratio, sourceI characteristics (areal and vertical extent of contamination, degree of homogeneity), and exposure
conditions (duration, frequency). Accordingly, we recommend the inclusion of data summary

iStables and additional explanatory text. [WR-00024-(10)].

RESPONE: The Appendix supporting the risk assessment has been rewritten.
i #181I(I/FS). Columns 39, 40, and 41 on the "In-Site Survey Sampling Stations (Plate

4-10" are incorrectly numbered. Also, priority should be given to finding the missile launcher.
[WR-00024(15)].

R ESPOE The plate has been renumbered. For the second comment, see response to
Comment #11 under Section 02.01.

2
3 Appendix 2-3 3-37



t

1211 1
CONME]I: Page 4-128 (RI/PS), Paragraph 3; The figure citation "3-13 and 3-14" is
incorrect. [WR-00025(5)]. i

RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

#222
CONQ [: The entire Appendix I lacks sufficient information to perform a comprehensive
review. In future revisions, please explain all derived dose rates and show calculations. [WR-
00025(7)1.

RE.PONSZ: The Appendix has been rewritten and the risk assessment methodology I
revised; derived dose rates are no longer used.

02.03 RELEVANT FERAL, STATE AND LCAL STATUTES,
REGULATIONS, AND GUIDELINES

#243
CQIgn: Under current Federal Regulation, a Department of the Army permit is required
for any actions involving the placement or discharge of fill material into the waters of the United
States and adjacent wetlands. It appears that a cedar swamp habitat exists within the study area U
and may be impacted under the Off-site Disposal and On-site Treatment Alternatives. A
Department of the Army permit would be required prior to any site work which may impact this
habitat. [WR-00007(1)].

RF.IQNM At the present time, the Air Force does not anticipate cedar swamp area will
be affected by site remediation under the Preferred Alternative (off-site disposal) or any
other alternative under consideration. It is anticipated that disturbance will be limited to
areas already disturbed by past construction. The Air Force will employ sediment control
measures such as construction of silt fences, berms, diversion ditches, sediment traps and
retention basins. Activity will be staged to minimize the area the potential for disturbance
and off-site transport of contaminated material. If the remedial design will require a 404
permit, a permit would be obtained prior to initiating site work.

T The rm ediaion process proposed under On-site Treatment Alternative and Off-
site Disposal Alternative would require completion of an application with the commission for
a permit equivalency (WR-00017(I)].

R The Air Force will meet all applicable permit requirements.

#55
£QMHENL Waste water generated must be treated to comply with the non-degradation
standard contained in N.J.A.C 7:50 - 6.83(6) prior to on-site discharge. [WR-00017(l)].

RES S.E: Under the Preferred Alternative (off-site disposal) all contaminated water will
be collected and containerized for proper treatment and/or off-site disposal.
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03 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR ACTION

I 03.01 UNRESTRICTED ACCESS ALTERNATIVE

E #36,50
£QWENT The Unrestricted Access Alternative should be eliminated from consideration.
[WR-00014(1), WN-00016(1)].

I U j, M: The unrestricted access alternative was included in the DEIS only as a
hypothetical scenario. Although not considered reasonable by the Air Force, it was
evaluated as a worst-case scenario to inform the public of the environmental impacts
associated with unrestricted access.

3 03.02 NEPA NO ACTION (EXISTING CONDITIONS)
ALTERNATIVE

I #9,25,7
COMLENT: The site should be left undisturbed but that access be restricted and currentI maintenance and monitoring practices continued. [WR-00003(l), WR-00008(2), OR-O l (18)].

RE S During the FS, the Air Force screened and evaluated in detail six alternativesU in terms of health and environmental protection, technical feasibility, cost, institutional
requirements and state/public acceptance. The NEPA No Action Alternative has been fully
evaluated and is considered a reasonable alternative.

I #39
CQ M1aI The NEPA No Action Alternative should be considered only as a short-term
management strategy [WR-00014(3)].

RESE ONSE Same as preceding response above.

#37
TQM L The No-Action Alternative should include an evaluation to determine whether a

cap or fencing is needed, and an analysis of contamination inside the culvert area. [WR-
00014(2)].

I RESPONSE The NEPA No Action Alternative is defined as the continuation of current
management and operational procedures. These procedures include visual inspections to
document site conditions, posting of signs and installation of fencing, periodic radiologic
surveys at the site, and corrective actions if conditions warrant.
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#174 I
CQIAM33NT: Evaluation of cost for a thirty year time period is insufficient given the 24,000
year half-life of Pu-239. Control of this site under this alternative is perpetual; thus, associated
costs will be higher than stated here. [WR-00024(14)].

RESPONSE A standard cost projection procedure for comparative purposes was used,
and a thirty year time period was selected for comparative purposes. The fact that costs
associated with this alternative will be higher than those estimated for a thirty year period
of performance is noted in the text.

03.03 LEMITED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

#38
C Potential management strategies should be extended to include the culvert and
ponding areas. Additional information concerning the frequency of monitoring and selection of I
well site should be presented. [WR-00014(2)].

R Potential management strategies include access restriction in the ponding
area. The strategy on management of the culvert and pending areas and frequency of
monitoring will be developed in the remedial design phase.

#39
COMMNT: The Limited Action Alternative is attractive only as a short-term management 3
strategy. (WR-0014(3)].

R Comment noted; the Limited Action Alternative was evaluated as a short-
term and long-term alternative for the site.

CThe site should remain undisturbed, but with efforts made to locate the rocket
launcher. Monitoring and institutional controls should be continued. [OR-00001(30)].

RESPOSE: The missile launcher will be removed, if it can be located, under the Off-site U
Disposal Alternative, or the Limited Action Alternative, or the On-site Treatment
Alternative. Two alternatives, NEPA No Action and Limited Action, provide for long term 3
monitoring and institutional controls at the site.

03.04 ON-SITE TREATMENT 3
#17 !
CQ M : After adequate buffering and fencing, "on-site" decontamination of the soil
'should be undertaken. [WR-00005(l)].

I
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I E .~RPNS The On-site Treatment Alternative provides for decontamination of
contaminated materials and soils onsite.

U #26
CQhfl1I;. The "TRU-CLEAN" procedure is a viable option, but only if. (1) Lockheed canUguarantee a near 0% chance of incident at any point throughout their process, and (2) the
plutonium collected does in fact go to the Nevada repository. [WR-00008(2)].

IRSSE : Comment noted; the TRU-Clean is a reasonable safe and effective means of
decontaminating radioactive soils. The contaminated soil will be disposed of in a licensed
radioactive waste disposal site. The Air Force would use the Nevada Test Site or otherIreasonable licensed facility.

#273COMMEN: The commentor strongly recommends selection of the Off-site Disposal or On-site
Treatment Alternatives. [WR-00009(1)].

5RESPQSE: Off-site disposal is the Preferred Alternative. However, on-site treatment is
also a fully reasonable alternative.

3 #41
COMMENT: Off-site disposal and on-site treatment are the only alternatives that offer
permanent solutions to contamination problems. A site-specific contingency plan, consistent with
the National Contingency Plan, should be considered. The preparation of such a plan should
be discussed in future NEPA documents [WR-00014(4)].

IRES SE: The two alternatives cited above provide for removal of the source of
potential contamination. The Air Force has conducted an RIIFS and EIS at the BOMARC
Missile Site to ensure that opportunities for public and agency comments are maximized.
The Air Force will initiate and develop a site specific plan that expedites remedial activities
at the site prior to initiating remedial action at the site.

I NQff: To prevent sedimentation and erosion, documentation should be provided which

Idescribes erosion and sedimentation control plans, The depth of soil contamination should also
be accurately defined. [WR-00014(3)].

IREPNS E: Site specific erosion and sedimentation control plans will be developed during
the remedial design phase. Confirmatory sampling will be conducted during the remedial
design phase to ensure that material contaminated above the cleanup criteria is identified3and removed.

I
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£ Qgd=L Only On-site Treatment and Off-site Disposal Alternatives are potentially
consistent with requirements of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan. [WR-
00017(l)].

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #41 in this section.

#54
CQbZdIM The remediation process proposed through the On-site Treatment and Off-site
Disposal Alternative would require the completion of an application with the Commission for
a permit equivalency. [WR-00017(l)].

RES ONS See response to this Comment #54 under Section 02.03. I
#61
CQbfld=I A remedial cleanup strategy that will safeguard the health and well-being of
the residents of the area and prevent further environmental degradation include the Off-site
Disposal and the On-site Treatment Alternatives. [WR-0018(1)]. 3
RESPONSE: The Air Force Preferred Alternative is off-site disposal, which would remove
the source of contamination and eliminate any long-term health threat. Other alternatives
evaluated in the EIS, with the exception of the Unrestricted Access Alternative, are
considered to be reasonable alternatives.

#119,216
COb: Page 5-18; Although we do not consider these contaminants to be Low Level
Radioactive Waste (LLRW), the New Jersey Low Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility I
sitting Act prohibits the construction of a LLRW disposal site in the Pinelands, and thereby
could be construed as a State policy regarding the disposal of other radioactive waste in the
Pinelands. In light of this, why does the Air Force present on-site treatment as an option? [WR- $
00022(5), WR-0 5(6)].

RESPONSE The Air Force has evaluated the On-site Treatment Alternative and considers U
it to be a reasonable option. Under this alternative, contaminated soil would be treated and
decontaminated to a specified level. Any contaminated material that could not be treated
to the requisite level would be disposed of off-site at a licensed low-level radioactive waste
dispos ilty.

#129
CQMUW* On-site treatment entails treating excavated soils using the TRU-Clean process
or a similar process and restoring the site by backfilling the "clean" fraction from the Tmn-Clean'
process and other clean fill as needed. It is important to recognize that in addition to radioactive
constituents, VOC's have been identified in soil at the site. If this alternative is the selected
remediation, EPA recommends that appropriate air modelling be performed to estimate the air 3
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E quality impacts of VOC's that may be released during operation of the TRU-Clean process or
that remain in the soil used for backfill.

I Similarly, the extent and nature of chemical contamination and the effects that such
contamination may have on remediation efforts should be clarified (e.g., problems that the

I presence of VOC's may create if the on-site treatment option is ultimately chosen). This is
especially important in regard to the final characterizing of the waste generated for disposal.
[WR-00024(3)J.

RESONSE Soil samples obtained in the area to be remediated had a maximum of 27
parts per billion acetone (Table 4-26 of the RI/FS). These levels of acetone will not pose
problems for remedial efforts and do not require modelling to estimate air impacts. The
nature and extent of chemical contamination at the site is the subject of a separate, on-

I ' 1 going investigation.

#169,173
I~CQ hJ1 M I Reference to Section 5.1.3.5; Information has not been provided documenting

that Pu-239 and Am-241 behave similarly in the TRU-Clean' process. As stated in our October
28, 1991 comments on the EIS, all results of the test soils have been evaluated in terms of Am-I 241 activity. The resultant Pu-239 activity needs to be analytically verified if the TRU-CleanR
process is to be used. [WR-00024(13), WR-00024(14)].

SOS Documentation does exist as to the effectiveness of the TRU-Clean process
at other sites.

I #217
CQh1~L Reference to Section 5 - Alternative Remedial Measures; Alternative 6, off-site
disposal, as well as alternative 5, must include institutional controls such as deed restrictions toI prevent the use of groundwater should the facility be sold.
[WR-00025(6)].

I RESPONSE The Air Force cannot sell property unless contamination is remediated;
essentially, deed restrictions are already in place.

I ~219
CQ~bffNL Reference to Section 5 (RI/FS) - Alternative Remedial Measures, Page 5-59,
Paragraph 5; The results of any treatability studies using site specific soils should be presented
(such an effort was indicated to have occurred on Page 4-101 and 5-59). Information such as
that presented on Page 5-47, Paragraph 4 is required at a minimum. Subsequently, a projectionI of the level of contamination that will remain in the soil that is to be redeposited on-site should
also be made. [WR-00025(6)].

I URES INSE A reference is made to Page 5-47 in the final RI/FS.
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03.05 OFF-SITE DISPOSAL I
#22
CQ0f2UA ontnnto should be removed. M~aintaining site control for 24,000 years may
not occur. [WR-00006(1)J.

RESPONS All contamination above the cleanup criterion will be removed under off-site
disposal, the Preferred Alternative.

#40

COM : Concerns sedimentation and erosion control. WR-00014(3)].

RES See response to Comment 140 under Section 03.04.

#41
CQBIdiL Off-site disposal or on-site treatment should be the alternatives that are suggested.
A site- specific contingency plan should be considered. [WR-00014(4)].

RESPONSE See response to Comment #41 under Section 03.04.

#531
CQhd L Only alternatives 4 and 5 are consistent with the Pinelands Comprehensive
Management Plan. [WR-0017(1)).

ESOSE See response to Comment #53 under Section 03.04.

#54 1
OMMN "L The remediation process proposed under alternatives 4 and 5 requires completion

of an application with the commission for a permit equivalency. [WR-00017(1)]. 3
RESPONSE See response to Comment #54 under Section 02.03.

#61 1
CQ1M 1I. On-site treatment or off-site disposal options should be selected. [WR-00018(I)].

USEONSE. See response to Comment #61 under Section 03.04. 1
0'217

Off-site disposal, as well as alternative 5, must include institutional control or

deed restrictions. [R-XM(6)).

U SEN& See response to Comment #217 under Section 03.04.

,220 3
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I QM2Te Reference to Section 5 (RIFS) - Alternative Remedial Measures, Page 5-64,
Paragraph 1; Because only wastes less than 100 nCi/g are being accepted by the disposalIfacilities, it may be prudent in the Off-site Disposal Alternative to develop contingency planning
for decontaminating the missile launcher or other large items which may be heavily contaminated
and require disposal. [WR-00025(6)].

IRESONSE Standard procedures in effect at the time of the accident would have been
to dispose of the launcher and other contaminated debris from the shelter for disposal as
waste. However, if the missile launcher or any other items are located and if they prove
to be highly contaminated, a contingency plan would be developed during the remedial
design phase for disposing of the contamination.

I #5,27,63,81,96
CQMMNIT Off-site Disposal Alternative is suggested. [OR-OO0l(31,32)], [WR-00009(l),
WR-00019(l), WR-00021(I), WR-00022(1)].

IRES .SE: Off-site disposal is the Preferred Alternative selected by the Air Force.

II
I
I
I

I
I

I
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04 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS

04.01 GEOLOGY AND SOILS i
#43i
CThiDbd~L The draft EIS does not discuss whether Pu-239 and Am-241 act similarly in the
"TRU-Clean" process. [WR-00014(4)].

REPOSE We know of no specific studies that have differentiated between the behavior I
of Pu-239 and Am-241 and the TRU-Clean Procem. However, other studies have shown
TRU-Clean as effective for removing both plutonium and americium.

#44
COMQ Question concerns the type of plutonium compound present at the site and how
it compares to historical velocities. [WR-00014(4,5)].

R See response to Comment #'s 43 and 44 under Section 02.02.02.02. i
04.02 HYDROLOGY/GROUNDWATER

#11
C &A IN There is a concern that plutonium at the site could contaminate drinking water.
[WR-00004(l)].

RESPONS& A detailed investigation of the nature and extent of contamination has not
revealed any immediate threat to the drinking water supplies or public health. The Off-site I
Disposal and On-site Treatment Alternatives would eliminate any long-term threat by
removing the source of contamination. Long term monitoring activities would continue
under the NEPA No Action and the Limited Action Alternative.

#132,133
CQMO :IThese questions address groundwater flow, well usage, and monitoring on-site.
[wR-0004(4,5)1.

R See response to Comment #'s 132, 133 under Section 02.02.02.01. 1
#140mCA survey should be conducted to identify natural or man-made drainages which

could influence groundwater flow. [WR-00024(6)].

RSee response to Comment #140 under Section 02.02.02.01.
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E #1
CQh1ENL There is a concern that plutonium on-site presents a threat to groundwater. [OR-

I 00001(14)].

RESPONSE A detailed investigation of the nature and extent of contamination has not
revealed any threat to groundwater. The Off-site Disposal and On-site Treatment
Alternatives will eliminate any posible long-term threat by removing the source of
contamination. Long term monitoring activities would continue under the NEPA No Action

I and the Limited Action Alternative.

#3
I QMMENT: Has there been any migration of contaminants into Cohansey aquifer? [OR-

0001(16)I.

RESOSE: There was no indication of migration of contaminants that was uncovered
during the RI/FS.

U #91,92
COMMENT: There is a concern for interaction of plutonium with groundwater and suspended
solids.
[WR-00021(3)].

I B,~RESPON See response to Comment #'s 30, 38, 91, 94, 109, 110, 188 and 189.

#32,93
I £CQhbIe Additional information regarding the gross alpha and beta activity on groundwater

in the Pinelands is needed. [WR-00011(1), WR-00021(3)].

I RESPOS This information has been developed and included in the fial RI/FS.

#94
IOMM : There is a general concern over the presence of plutonium and decay products
in groundwater. [WR-00021(3)].

I RESPONSE See response to Comment #'s 30, 33, 91, 94, 109, 110, 188 and 189 under
Section 02.02.02.01.

I 04.03 METEOROLOGY AND AIR QUALITY

#129
COMMENT* Air quality modeling is recommended to estimate air quality impact of VOC's.
[WR-00024(3)].

I RESPONSE: See response to Comment #129 under Section 03.04.
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04.04 BIOLOGY

04.04.01 ECOLOGICAL INVENTORY

#125COMMENTo The ecological inventory of the area was comprehensive. [WR-00M3(I)].

. The comment was noted.

04.04.02 BIOLOGICAL TRANSMISSION OF PLUTONIUM I
#126
COMM[EN~e The discussion on biological transmission of plutonium (EIS Section 3.5.5)
neglects to include potential assimilation of radioisotopes by small mammals (e.g shrews, mice,
moles, etc.) or their predators (e.g., hawks and falcons). A review of the scientific literature
available on trophic transport of the radioisotopes of concern (similar to the discussion which
is provided in Section 3.5.5 for the transfer of radioisotopes from plants to herbivorous
organisms) would be appropriate. Tht type of review should assess various pathways of I
contamination for small mammals (dermal contact, soil ingestion, etc.) , the overall significance
of the current soil contamination to small mammals, and the significance of food chain transfer
of radioactive contamination to avian predators. This is due to the fact that the planned I
biological sampling at the site, which would address the bioassimulation concern directly, was
largely unsuccessful (only one organism was obtained for analysis) [WR-00023(l)].

RESPONSE: Section 3.5.5 references a study (Hakonson and Nyham, 1980) that showed
very low uptake of plutonium from contaminated soil by rodents (mass inventory ratio of
1.5 x 10'). This reported low uptake is supported by the analysis of tissue from the rodent
that was trapped at the BOMARC Missile Site. Also, the fact that only a single rodent was
trapped suggest a low density of rodents at the BOMARC Missile Site. Finally, plutonium
contamination such as at the BOMARC Missile Site typically exists in discrete particles,
rather than as more diffused areas of contamination. This minimizes the volume of soil
actually contaminated. These points suggest that potential uptake of plutonium from soil
at the BOMARC Missile Site by rodents is insignificant.

04.04.03 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

#127,178
C INIENT: The Air Force should consult informally with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USF&WS) to determine whether a threatened or endangered species are present in the study
area. [WR-00023(1,2), WR-00024(15)].

RESPONSE: US F&WS review was provided January 1992. Some of the revisions
identified in the review comments were incorporated into the EIS text and Volume 3,
Appendix 4. 1
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I 04.05 LAND USE

I 04.05.01 N. J. PMNELANDS MANAGEMENT PLAN

#53
I C The Pinelands Management Plan should be considered as an ARAR.

[WR-007(1)].

E RLPONSE. See response to Comment #53 under Section 02.02.02.06.

#54
4COMENT: The Off-site Disposal and On-site Treatment Alternatives would require the

completion of an application with the Pinelands Commission for permit equivalency. [WR-
00017(1)].

RESPONSE See response to Comment #54 under Section 02.03.

U #55
COMMENT: Wastewater must be treated so that water quality is not degraded. [WR-00017(I)].

I EP See response to Comment #55 under Section 02.03.

U #56
COMENT: Restoration of the site following any remediation must utilize soils and plants
indigenous to the Pinelands. [WR-00017(2)].

I RESPONSE: Under any alternatives requiring remediation, the Air Force would restore

the site with soils and plants indigenous to the Pinelands.

COMMINT; Uncontaminated demolition materials generated during site remediation cannot
be disposed of on-site. No disposal of any radioactive contaminated material is permitted in the
Pinelands area. [WR-00017(2)].

I £ PONSE: No contaminated materials would be disposed of on-site under any
alternative. On-site Treatment provides for treatment of ceo:taminated materials to achieveI a specifwed clean up goal.

#58
I £Q E -ITne Pinelands Commission office should be notified once the Preferred

Alternative is determined to obtain specific application requirements [WR-00017(2)J.

U RESPONSE The Air Force will obtain all the federal and state and local permits that are
required to implement any alternative selected.
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#59 1
C The Pinelands Commission views the prompt remediation of the site as essential
to protect the resources of the Pinelands as mandated by the National Parks and Recreation
Action of 1978 and the Pinelands Protection Act. [WR-00017(2)].

ESImplementation of the Preferred Alternative (off-site disposal) will ensure
protection of resources in the Pinelands.

#119,216
C Why does the Air Force present on-site treatment as an option when the New
Jersey Low Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility Act prohibits the construction of a LLRW
disposal site in the Pinelands? [WR-00022(5), WR-00025(6)].

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #119 under Section 03.04.

04.05.02 FARMLANDS PRESERVATION

#180
CQAMENL A determination should made of the presence or absence of, and direct or indirect
impact on, significant agricultural lands, pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981
and the Farmland Protection Policy The Soil Conservation Service and the local Soil 
Conservation District should be contacted. [WR-00024(15)].

RESPNSE Information on prime agricultural lands has been obtained. The impact of I
each of the alternatives on prime agricultural lands has been included in the FEIS.

04.05.03 WETLANDS I
COMM ;N A Department of the Army permit would be required prior to any site work

which may impact a cedar swamp habitat within the study area. [WR-00007(1)].

REPOSE See response to Comment #24 under Section 02.03.I

04.06 CULTURAL RESOURCES 3
#8,179
CQhWEN A determination should be made whether the site contains National Register 3
archaeological resources. [WR-00001(1), WR-00024(15)].

EMPONSLA brief discussion has been added to Chapter 1 of the EIS outlining the 3
rationale for limiting the analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources. Due to the
heavily disturbed nature of the site and the small area, it is unlikely that any archaeological
or cultural resources exist. The Off-site Disposal Alternative would not disturb any
previously undisturbed areas. The Air Force has initiated the Section 106 process and it
will be completed prior to initiating remedial action.
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I 04.07 PUBLIC AND OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH

I #1
CQN04ENT: It is true that there is no threat that the plutonium on-site will leach into
groundwater and expose the public? [OR-O0001(14)].

REPNS There is no immediate threat of exposure. Implementation of the Off-site
Disposal or On-site Treatment Alternatives would eliminate any possible long-term threat
by removing the source of contamination. Long term monitoring of the site would continue
under the NEPA No Action and the Limited Action Alternatives. Monitoring would include
groundwater sampling.

#45U~CO0T : In discussing occupational health, the draft EIS refers to "negligible" levels of
radiation. Radiation protection involves the use of a nonthreshold linear response curve;
therefore, all exposures would have an impact. The "as low as reasonably achievable"

I (ALARA) philosophy is the appropriate criteria for occupational health and should be considered
when developing measures to limit occupational impacts. [WR-00014(5)].

I RESPOE : ALARA is not a criterion for occupational radiation protection, but a
philosophy to be employed in the conduct of work. In addition to regulatory limits, the
ALARA principle would be integrated into all work conducted at the BOMARC Missile

i Site, regardless of the alternative selected. This is further discussed in the FEIS.

#70
I £COMK I Explanations should be provided on the possible current location of the residual

radionuclides and on the potential health impacts associated with exposure to the extremely large
quantity of uncontrolled radioactivity (associated with 1000 and 1500 grams of WGP). The dose
and risk estimates for the BOMARC Missile Site, presently based on less than one percent (e.g.
seven grams) of the missing WGP, maybe substantially understated. [WR-00020(4)].

i RESPONSE: A baseline risk assessment was conducted in order to quantify risks to human
health and the environment. Risks were estimated for both offsite populations and for a
hypothetically maximal exposed individual (UMEI) residing onsite. For this worst-case
scenario, it is assumed that all unaccounted contamination is associated with the missing
launcher; the UMEI is exposed upon inadvertently constructing a house at the missingI launcher disposal site.

DOE and Air Force scientists have prepared an unclassified account of the upper limited
I of the quantity of plutonium that could be at the site. This maximum estimate of 300

grams is discussed in Appendix 2-5 of Volume 2 of the EIS.

2
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#148 I
MOUNT: Sieving particles into > 20 microns and < 20 microns size does not adequately

address the respirability of Pu contaminated materials. Particles of <10 microns are
particularly respirable into the bronchiole and alveoli. [WR-00024(7)].

REOS The 20 micron size is a mechanical limitation; smaller sieves were not
available.

I
I

I
I
U
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

Aadh 2-3 3-52i

I



I

I 05 MITIGATION MEASURES

I 05.01 MONITORING/SAMPLING

I #10,19,20,28,52,62
CQhQ=I Monitoring/sampling of various media to detect and prevent further
migration/contamination and notification of regulatory agencies if migration occurs should be

I conducted. [WR-00003(1), WR-00005(1), WR-00006(I), WR-00009(1), WR-00016(1), WR-
00018(2)].

I RESPONSE: Long-term monitoring of the site would be conducted under the Off-site
Disposal, NEPA No Action, Limited Action, and On-site Treatment Alternatives.

I 05.02 RESICTED ACCESS/INSrTUTIONAL CONTROLS

#16
COMMENT: Fence the area with adequate buffers. [WR-00005(1)].

RESPONSE: Under the NEPA No Action or Limited Action Alternatives, the area would
be fenced; under the On-site Treatment or Off-site Disposal Alternatives, soils contaminated
above cleanup criteria would be remediated.

I #28
COMMENM Restricted access to the site be maintained [WR-00009(1)].

I ~ R NSE: See response to Comment #16 above.

I #37
COMM1AENT: The ponding area just to the west of Route 539 is not presently capped nor is it
separated from the roadway by security fencing. [WR-00014(2)].

U RSESNSL The FEIS includes information on management and operational strategies
relative to the ponding area and culvert. Under the NEPA No Action or Limited Action

* Alternatives, the ponding area would be fenced; under the On-site Treatment or Off-site
Disposal Alternatives, soils contaminated above cleanup criteria would be remediated.

I #94,203,217
CQhMZNIe The proposed remedial alternative must include provisions for institutional
controls at the site to prevent the use of groundwater should the facility be sold in the future.
(WR-00021(4), WR-00025(4), WR-00025(6)].

I
I Appendix 2-3 3-53

I



m

RES SE The Air Force does not currently anticipate transfer of the site. f transfer
of ownership of the site is anticipated, the Air Force would evaluate the need for
appropriate institutional controls at the time of transfer, and controls would be adopted.

#167
C0MMENT: Reference to Section 5.1.2.2 (RI/FS); A site visit conducted by Region II
personnel revealed that contaminated areas are not consistently posted and, based on trash and I
graffiti in the area of the site, that unauthorized access to the site has occurred. Also, existing
fences are rusted and in a state of disrepair. Lastly, regular patrols of this area by Military
Police have been discontinued because of budget cutbacks. Thus, it appears that existing I
conditions are not as stated in this section. [WR-00024(13)].

RESPONSE: Patrols by military police have been cut back, but not eliminated, due to I
budget cutbacks. Contaminated areas of the site will be properly fenced and posted until
an alternative has been selected and implemented.

#168
COMMENT: Reference to Section 5.1.3.2; Additionally, Regional personnel did not see signs
posted every 50 feet as stated in this section. [WR-00024(13)].

RESPONSE: Noted. 3
#172
COMMENT: As described in our comments on Section 5.1.2.2. and 5.1.3.2, the statement that
"maintenance of the physical barriers.., is easily accomplished appears to be inconsistent with
the existing site conditions. [WR-00024(14)].

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #167 above.

05.03 DUST/SEDIMENTATION CONTROL m
#40
COMMENT: The draft EIS indicates that the Off-site Disposal and On-site Treatment

Alternatives include excavation of contaminated soils and ditch sediments as part of the
remediation effort. The draft EIS correctly notes that soil erosion may occur during remediation
due to movement of wind and water across the site; however, plutonium migration rates and
measures to minimize their movement are not discussed. To correct this, documentation should
be provided which describes erosion and sedimentation control plans to prevent the transport of
sediments and attached radionuclides off-site. Additionally, efforts should be made to accurately
define the depth of soil contamination on localized portions of the site so that all contaminated
material is identified and removed. [WR-00014(3)]. 3
RESPONSE: The Mitigation Measures Section of the EIS identifies several activities that
would be incorporated into remedial design specifications to minimize erosion during any
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I site activities. An erosion and sediment control plan would be developed during the
remedial design phase of either the Off-site Disposal or On-site Treatment. Confirmatory
sampling would be conducted during the remedial action phase to insure contaminated
material is identified and removed.

I #131,170
C Due to the risk involved, comprehensive measures must be taken to suppress dust
generation during excavation and treatment. We recommend that a dust control plan be included
in future documents. The federal and state reguhtions governing hazardous waste piles and
landfills are aimed at control of wind entrainment and dispersal of dust. Any waste piles of
contaminated material at the site should be treated in a manner consistent with the requirements
of these regulations, including: RCRA Standards for control of fugitive dust emissions 40 CFR
264 Part 251 (Design and operating requirements), Part 254 (Monitoring and inspection), and

I Part 301 Subpart N (Landfills: Design and operating requirements); and NJAC 7:26 Solid
Waste Regulations Part 7:26-10.8 (Hazardous Waste Landfills). Most of the treatment options
and all of the disposal options envision some excavation. Every available precaution should be

I undertaken to prevent dispersal of the radioactive material. [WR-00024(3),WR-00024(14)].

RESPONSE: As noted in the Mitigation Measures Section of the EIS, a dust control plan
I would be incorporated into the remedial design documents, as appropriate.

#175
I COMMENT: Reference to Section 5.3.5 (RI/FS); Detail should be provided as to how

engineering controls will address the potential chemical contaminants that may be at the site.
[WR-00024(14)].

I RESPONSE See response to ConJent #202 in Section 02.02.02.01.

I #176
COMMENT* Reference to RI/FS Appendix B - Section 1.2.4.2; The RIIFS mentions that a
temporary enclosure for Shelter 204 will be erected to prevent the release of contaminated

* material into the environment during removal of loose debris and borehole field investigations.
At the time of a site visit by EPA staff, it was evident that no such enclosure had yet been
erected. Future reports should state when this enclosure will be built.
[WR-00024(14)].

RESEPONSE The temporary enclosure referred to was, in fact, erected in the summer of
1989 during removal of loose debris and borehole Investigations. Upon completion of these
investigations, the temporary enclosure was dismantled and disposed of at a licensed
radioactive waste disposal facility. The EPA oversight contractor observed and
photographed this temporary enclosure while it was in place, and this information should
be in Region H EPA files.
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05.04 RETORATION/REVEGETATION I
#56

CQhLMIj Restoration must use soils and plants indigenous to the Pinelands. [WR-00017(2)].

B.ESWIIS See response to Comment #36 under Section 04.05.01.

#125
CQi~fl. Impacted environment will be restored to pre-disturbance status. [WR-0003(I)].

RES Noted.

05.05 HEALTH STUDIES/MONITORING 1
#18
CQICENI. If areas of contamination in air, soil, surface or groundwater are discovered off-
site, a health study of any exposed individuals should be undertaken [WR-00005(1)].

RSP SE To date, studies do not indicate contamination to air, soil, surface or
groundwater outside the site boundaries

#21
CQh1dIM A health study of those people actually exposed to the site should be conducted.
[wR-00006(l)].

RESPSE Issues related to the status and condition of individuals who were involved in
the fire suppression effort and subsequent cleanup activities which occurred in the 1960s
are not related to or affected by the proposed action. No studies of this nature were
conducted as part of the RI/MS or EIS process.

#6
CQkD4ENI* Have any health studies been conducted on people who were potentially exposed
at the time of the accident? [OR-00001(17)].

RESPONSE See previous response above.

I
I
I
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i 06 REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

i #48
COMMENT: Based on Agency review, and in accordance with EPA policy, the draft EIS as

i EC-2, indicating that there are environmental concerns (EC) associated with the proposed
project. Specifically, the draft EIS does not identify a Preferred Alternative nor is it clear that
an appropriate cleanup level for the radioactive material has been established. Implementation

I of the alternatives may impact air and water quality. Accordingly, additional information is
requested to address these issues. [WR-00014(5,6)].

i RESPONSE: Off-site disposal is the Air Force Preferred Alternative. An appropriate
cleanup level has been established with the concurrence of EPA. See Comment #128 for
a full discussion. Remedial design activities would identify and document specific measures

I that would be implemented during remedial action.

#65
I COM4ENT: The Air Force should also provide summary tables for data collected during all

radiation surveys conducted at the BOMARC Missile Site since 1960. We recommended that
the tables include: numbers, types, locations, and concentrations for media samples; external
gamma exposure rate measurements; descriptions of field and analytical procedures and lower
limits of detection; and QA/QC measure. [WR-0 (2)].

I RESPONSE: Summary tables for radiation surveys conducted in support of the RI/FS are
included as appendices in the RI/FS.

i #32,93
COMM4ENT: Additional information regarding the gross alpha and beta activity in groundwater

iin the Pinelands is needed. [WR-O0011(1), WR-00021(3)].

RESPONSE: The Air Force has conducted additional sampling to determine the identity
and source of elevated gross alpha and beta activity. The data has been incorporated into
the RI/FS.

II
I
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* INDEX OF COMMENTS AND COMMENTORS

I
An index to comments is provided in this appendix. Comment categories that were identified
in Appendix 2-3 are listed sequentially. An index of commentors on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement is also provided in this appendix. Each document presented in the Transcript
of the Public Hearing (Appendix 2-1) and the Public Comments (Appendix 2-2) has been
assigned a unique identification number. These source documents and commentors are identified
here.
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Index of Comments

Category Docunet Page Comment Name

01 WR-O001O 9 129 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services
01 WR-00013 1 #35 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
01 WR-00014 5 #46 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
01 WR-00017 2 #58 N.J. Pinelands Commission
01 WR-00024 1 #128 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
01 WR-00021 1 #82 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
01 WR-00021 4 #95 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy U
01 WR-00022 2 #97 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

02 WR-00004 1-2 #12 W. Reed Kindermann, M.D. 3
02 WR-O0005 1 #13 N.J. Assemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
02 WR-00012 2 #59 N.J Pinelands Commission
02 WR-O0012 1 #34 U.S. Congress, Rep. H. James Saxton
02 WR-0001S 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Bernard J. Dwyer
02 WR-O0015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Robert G. Torricelli
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Chris H. Smith
02 Wit-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Frank Pallone, Jr. I
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Robert A. Roe
02 WR-O0IS 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Dean Gallo
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Robert E. Andrews I
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Mattis Rinaldo
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. William J. Hughes
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Frank J. Guarini
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Donald M. Payne
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Marge Roukema
02 WR-00015 1 #49 U.S. Congress, Rep. Richard A. Zimmer
02 WR.00018 1 #60 N.J. State Senator Leonard T. Connors, Jr. l
02 WR-00018 1 #60 N.J. Assemblyman Christopher J. Connors
02 WR-00018 1 #60 N.J. Assemblyman Jeffrey W. Moran

02.01 OR-00001 15 #2 Mr. Edward M. Ryan
02.01 WR-00004 1 #14 N.J. Assemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
02.01 WR-00004 1 #11 W. Reed Kindermann, M.D.
02.01 WR-00006 1 #23 Department of the Navy
02.01 WR-0016 1 #51 Dept, of the Army, Ft. Dix
02.01 WR-00020 1 #64 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.01 WR-00020 4 #70 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency I
02.01 WR-00022 3 #100 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.01 WR-00024 9 #155 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.01 WR-00024 7 #144 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.01 WR.00024 8 #149 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.01 WR.00025 5 #210 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

02.02.01 WR-00014 6 #47 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [
02.02.01 WR-00025 1 #183 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

A
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I Index of Comments
(Continued)

I Category Docunet Page Comnmet Name

I 02.02.02.01 WR-00005 1 #15 N.J. Ausemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
02.02.02.01 WR-00011 2 033 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00011 1 030 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00020 4 172 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00021 2 086 N.J. Dep. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00021 3 194 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00021 3 #91 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and EnergyI 02.02.02.01 WR-00022 4 #109 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00022 5 #118 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00022 4 #110 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00022 4 #108 N.J. Dept. of Enviroenmtal Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00022 4 #111 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00022 3 #101 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-0022 4 #116 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00022 4 #117 N.J. Dept. of Environmtal Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 13 #165 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 7 #149 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-0024 a #152 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 7 #146 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 8 #150 U.S. Enviromnmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR4X024 7 #147 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 9 #154 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 14 #177 N.J. Dept. of Envirommental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 10 #157 U.S. Environmental Protection AgencyI 02.02.02.01 WR-00024 5 #134 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 7 #142 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 6 #139 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

* 02.02.02.01 WR-00024 6 #141 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 6 #140 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 5 #136 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR.00024 4 #132 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR.0024 4 #133 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-X)024 5 #137 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR.40024 5 #135 U.S. Environmental Protection AgencyU 02.02.02.01 WR-00024 5 #138 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00024 7 #145 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 4 #205 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 #196 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 4 #204 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 5 0207 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 5 #20 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy3 02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 #197 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection an Energy

02.02.001 WR..00 2 #189 NJ. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 2 #187 N.J. Dept. of Environmntal Protection and EnergyI 02.02.02.01 WR-00025 6 1215 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR4.005 1 #182 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
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Index of Comments I
(Contmnued)

Category Document per Cmmment NameI

02.02.02.01 WR-00025 2 #188 N.J. Dept. of Envirommental Protection and Energy 3
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 6 1214 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 #198 N.J. Dept. of EnAmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 2 #194 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 2 #193 N.J. Dep. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 2 #192 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 2 #190 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 4 M202 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy 3
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 1201 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 #199 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 1200 N. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 3 #195 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-00025 5 1212 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.01 WR-)0025 2 #191 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

02.02.02.02 WR-011 1 130 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.02 WR-O0011 1 031 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.02 WR-00014 4 #43 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.02 WR-00014 4,6 #44 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency I
02.02.02.02 WR-00021 3 ,92 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.02 WR-00021 3 #91 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.02 WR-00022 3 #104 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy 5
02.02.02.02 WR-00025 5 #1209 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.02 WR-00025 3 0201 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

02.02.02.03 WR-O000 1 129 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services I
02.02.02.03 WR-0020 5 #74 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00020 2 #69 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00020 6 175 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency I
02.02.02.03 WRO0020 5 073 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00020 4 072 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR4O020 2 #67 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency I
02.02.02.03 WR-00020 4 #71 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00021 2 #85 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR.0021 2 #84 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR 0021 2 087 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00021 2 #90 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR00021 2 #9 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy 3
02.02.02.03 WR-00021 2 #88 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy 3
02.02.02.03 WRXO0022 5 #123 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 3 #103 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR00022 5 #124 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 3 #107 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 3 #106 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 3 #105 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy I
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 3 #104 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy U
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I Index of Comments
(Continued)

I Category Doument Page Comment Name

I 02.02.02.03 WR-00022 4 #112 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 5 #120 NJ. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00022 4 114 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00024 11 #160 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00024 11 #159 U.S. Environmental Prtection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00024 12 #164 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00024 8 #151 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

I 02.02.02.03 WR-00024 10 #158 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.03 WR-00025 7 1224 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00025 7 #223 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00025 6 1221 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Eneg
02.02.02.03 WR00025 4 1206 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR-00025 5 #213 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.03 WR00025 2 #185 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

02.02.02.04 WR-00020 6 176 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.04 WR-00020 2 #66 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.04 WR-00022 3 #102 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.04 WR-00024 12 #161 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.04 WR0002S 2 #186 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Prtection and Energy

' 02.02.02.05 WR-00020 2 067 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.05 WR-00025 2 #186 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

I 02.02.02.06 WR-00014 4 042 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-0017 1 153 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.06 WR-00020 6 T77 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

I 02.02.02.06 WR-00020 7 179 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00020 2 168 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00020 6 #78 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00020 7 180 U.S. Environmtal Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00021 1 #83 N.J. Dept. of Environmetal Protection and Energy
02.02.02.06 WR-00021 2 #84 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.06 WR40)022 2 199 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection. and Energy
02.02.02.06 WR-00022 4 #11S N.J. Dept. of Environmntal Protection and Energy
02.02.02.06 WR-00024 12 #163 U.S. .Environme ntal Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00024 3 #130 U.S. Environm tal Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00024 12 #162 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

.02.02.06 WR-0W24 13 166 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

02.02.02.06 WR4X)024 14 #171 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR00024 15 #179 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00024 8,9 #153 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.06 WR-00025 6 #218 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Ene y

I 02.02.02.07 WR.0020 4 #71 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.07 WR-00022 5 #122 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
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Index of Comments
(Continued

Category Domnmt pae Commnt Name

02.02.02.07 WR.00022 5 #121 N.J. Dept. of Environntal Protection and Energy
02.02.02.07 WR.4X022 4 #113 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Enery
02.02.02.07 WR-00022 2 #98 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.07 WR-00024 10 #156 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.07 WR4.0024 7 #143 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.07 WR-00024 15 #181 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
02.02.02.07 WR-00025 7 0222 NJ. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Ener
02.02.02.07 WR-00025 5 #211 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
02.02.02.07 WR-0025 1 #184 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

02.03 WR-00007 1 024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
02.03 WR-00017 1 #55 N.J. Pinelands Commission
02.03 WR-0017 1 #54 N.J. Pinelands Commission

03.01 WR-0014 1 136 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.01 WR-00016 1 050 Department of the Army - Ft. Dix

03.02 OR-00001 18 #7 Mayor Ronnie Dancer
03.02 WR-00003 1 09 Township of Jackson
03.02 WR-00008 2 25 Plumstead Township Environmental Commission
03.02 WR-00014 3 139 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.02 WR-00014 2 037 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.02 WR-00024 14 #174 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

03.03 OR-00001 17 #4 Mr. Edward Ryan
03.03 WR-00014 2 138 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.03 WR-00014 3 39 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

03.04 WR-00005 1 #17 N.J. Assemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
03.04 WR-00008 2 026 Plumstead Township Environmental Commission
03.04 WR-00009 1 027 Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholder
03.04 WR-00014 4 #41 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.04 WR-00014 3 #40 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.04 WR-0017 1 #53 N.J. Pinelands Commission
03.04 WR-0017 1 #34 N.J. Pinelands Commission
03.04 WR-00018 1 #61 N.J. Assemblyman Christopher J. Connors
03.04 WR-00018 1 #61 N.J. Assemblyman Jeffrey W. Moran
03.04 WR00018 1 #61 N.J. State Senator Leonard T. Connon, Jr.
03.04 WR-00022 5 #119 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.04 WR4XI024 14 #173 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.04 WR-00024 3 #129 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.04 WR-00024 13 #169 U.S. Eavironmntal Protection Agency
03.04 WR-OO2 6 0217 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.04 WR-00025 6 1216 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.04 WR-00025 6 1219 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
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- Index of Comments
(Continued)

Category Document Page Comment Name

03.05 OR-0001 17 #5 Mr. Bob Howell, N.J. Pinelands Commission
03.05 WR-0006 1 #22 Department of the Navy - NAEC
03.05 WR-00009 1 #27 Burlington County Board of Caiosm Freeholders

I 03.05 WR-00014 3 #40 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.05 WR-00014 1 #41 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
03.05 WR-00017 1 053 N.J. Pinelands Commission
03.05 WR-00017 1 #54 N.J. Pinelands Commission
03.05 WR-00018 1 061 N.J. Assemblyman Christopher J. Conners
03.05 "-00018 1 061 N.J. State Senator Leonard T. Conners, Jr.
03.05 WR-00018 1 #61 N.J. Assemblyman Jeffrey W. Moran
0 3.05 WR-00019 1 #63 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.05 WR-00021 I a81 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.05 OR-00022 1 #96 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.05 WR-00025 6 #220 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
03.05 WR-00025 6 1217 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

04.01 WR-00014 4,5 #4 U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency
04.01 WR-00014 4 #43 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

04.02 OR-00001 15 3 Mr. Edward M. Ryan
04.02 OR-00001 14 #1 Mr. Carter Manderick
04.02 WR-00004 1 #11 W. Reed Kindermmnn, M.D.
04.02 WR-00011 1 #32 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Enr
04.02 WR-00021 3 #94 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
04.02 WR-00021 3 #93 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
04.02 WR-00021 3 #92 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
04,02 WR-00021 3 #91 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
04.02 WR-00024 6 #140 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
04.02 WR-00024 4 #132 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
04.02 WR-00024 5 #133 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

104.03 WR-00024 3 #129 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

04.04.01 WR-00023 1 #125 U.S. Dept. of the Interior
04.04.02 WR-00023 1 #126 U.S. Dept. of the Interior
04.04.03 WR-00023 1 #127 U.S. Dept. of the Interior
04.04.03 WR40024 15 #178 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

04.05.01 WR-00017 1 #55 N.J. Pinelands Commission
04.05.01 WR-00017 2 #56 N.J. Pinelands Commission
04.05.01 WR-00017 1 #53 N.J. Pinelands Commission
04.05.01 WR-0017 1 #54 N.J. Pinelands Commission
04.05.01 WR-0017 2 #58 N.J. Pielandsx Commission
04.05.01 WR-00017 2 #59 N.J. Pinelands Commission
04.05.01 WR-00017 2 #57 N.J. Pinetands Commission
04.05.01 WR-'022 5 #119 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
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Index of Comments
(Continued

Category Doomnmnt page Comment Name I
04.05.01 WR-00025 6 1216 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

04.05.02 WR-00024 15 #180 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

04.05.03 WR-00007 1 #24 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

04.06 WR-00001 1 #8 N.J. Division of Pars and Forestry
04.06 WR-00024 15 #179 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

04.07 OR-O0001 14 #1 Mr. Carte Manderick
04.07 WR-00014 5 #45 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
04.07 WR-00020 4 #70 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency !
04.07 WR-00024 7 #148 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

05.01 WR-00003 1 #10 Township of Jackson
05.01 WR-00005 1 #19 N.J. Assemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr. I
05.01 WR-00006 1 #20 Dept. of the Navy, Naval Engineering Center
05.01 WR-00009 1 #28 Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholders
05.01 WR-00016 1 #52 Department of the Army - Ft. Dix
05.01 WR-00018 2 062 N.J . Senator Leonard T. Conners, Jr.
05.01 WR-00018 2 #62 N.J. Assemblyman Jeffrey M. Moran
05.01 WR-00018 2 #62 N.J. Assemblyman Christopher T. Conners I
05.02 WR-00005 1 #16 N.J. Assemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
05.02 WR-00009 1 #28 Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholders
05.02 WR-00014 2 #37 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency U
05.02 WR-00021 4 #94 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
05.02 WR-00024 13 #167 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency I
05.02 WR-00024 14 #172 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
05.02 WR-00024 13 #168 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
05.02 WR-00025 6 #217 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
05.02 WR-00025 4 #203 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy

05.0 WR-00014 3 #40 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
05.03 WR-00024 3 #131 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
05.03 WR-00024 14 #170 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
05.03 WR-00024 14 #176 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
05.03 WR-00024 14 #175 U.S. Environmental Protection and Energy Agency

05.04 WR-00017 2 #56 N.J. Pinelands Commission
05.04 WR-00023 1 #125 U.S. Dept. of the Interior

05.05 OR-00001 17 #6 Mr. Michael Tamni
05.05 WR-00005 1 #18 N.J. Amemblyman Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
05.05 WR-00006 1 #21 Dept. of the Navy, Naval Engineering Center
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I Index of Comments
(Continued)

I Category Docunment page Comment Name

* 06 WR.0II11 1 032 N.J. Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energ
06 WR-O14 5,6 #48 U.S. Enviromental Protection and Energy Agency
06 WR-00020 2 #65 U.S. Environmentl Protection and Energy AgencyI 06 WR-00021 3 093 N.J. Dept. of Enviromental Protection and Energy
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INDEX OF COMMENTORS

Domnent Name

OR-OO001 Trnscript of Public Hearing
Mr. Carter Mandezick
Mr. Edward M. Ryan
Mr. Bob Howell, New Jersey Pinelands Commission
Mr. Michael Tam
Mr. Ronnie Dancer, Mayor of Plumsted Township

WR-OOOO1 State of New Jersey - Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and Energy - Division of Parks
and Forestry - Office of New Jersey Heritage

WR-00002 United Statem Department of Housing & Urban Development
WR-00003 Jackson Township Environmental Commission
WR-00004 W. Reed Kindermaan, M.D.

WR-00005 Robert C. Shinn Jr., Assistant Minority Leader, New Jersey General Assembly
WR0004 6 Department of the Navy, Naval Air Engineering Center
WR-00007 Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
WR-00008 Plumsted Township Environmental Commission
WR-00009 Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholders
WR-00010 United States Department of Health and Human Services
WR-OO1 1 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and Energy
WR-00012 U.S. Congress, Rep. H. James Saxton
WR-O0013 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and Energy
WR-00014 United States Environmental Protection and Energy Agency
WR-O0015 New Jersey Congremional Delegation

U.S. Congress, Rep. H. James Saxton
U.S. Congress, Rep. Bernard J. Dwyer
U.S. Congress, Rep. Robert G. Torricelli
U.S. Congress, Rep. Chris H. Smith
U.S. Congress, Rep. Frank Pallone, Jr.
U.S. Congress, Rep. Robert A. Roe
U.S. Congress, Rep. Dean Gallo
U.S. Congress, Rep. Robert E. Andrews
U.S. Congress, Rep. Mathis Rinaldo
U.S. Congress, Rep. William J. Hughes
U.S. Congress, Rep. Frank J. Guarini
U.S. Congress, Rep. Donald M. Payne
U.S. Congress, Rep. Marge Roukema
U.S. Congress, Rep. Richard A. Zimmer

WR-00016 Department of the Army - Fort Dix
WR-00017 The New Jersey Pinelands Commission
WR-OO018 Ninth District (New Jerey) State Legislative Delegation

New Jersey Assemblymen Jeffrey W. Moran and Christopher Connors, and State Senator Leonard T. Connors, Jr.
WR-00019 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy
WR-00020 United States Environmental Protection Agency
WR-00021 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy
WR-00022 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy
WR-00023 United States Department of the Interior
WR-00024 United States Enviroumental Protection Agency
WR-00025 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy
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I

SUMMARY OF DISPOSITION OF RADIOACTIVE
3 MATERIALS FROM THE BOMARC MISSILE SITE

I
During the initial incident, Explosive Ordnance Disposal personnel filled seven metal containers

I with residues from the nuclear warhead. This followed established procedures for recovering
materials and components and for ensuring the proper protection of vital information. According
to a report prepared by the Los Alamos National Laboratory, the containers were stored at the
Medina facility in San Antonio, Texas until 1965 and then transferred to the Pantex facility at
Amarillo, Texas. The containers were apparently transferred to the Nevada Test Site in the

i early 1980s.

Scientists from the Los Alamos National Laboratory studied the containers during 1979 to 1982
using a variety of nuclear measurements techniques to assess the amounts of radioactive
materials present in each. The results of these analyses show that most of the weapons grade
plutonium (WGP) was recovered. The amount of unrecovered WGP remaining on the site was

I estimated at about 60 grams. This residual quantity is subject to analytical uncertainties from
the measurement process and other factors. The most probable error for the estimated residual
amount is much larger than the quantity itself. Considering all of these factors leads to a
conservative estimate for an upper limit to the residual amount of 300 grams. This analysis
supports conclusion about the fate of the WGP from the accident. First, the major portion of
the WGP was recovered and returned to the Atomic Energy Commission, now the Department

I of Energy (DoE). The remainder of the WGP was distributed on the site from the initial
incident and response actions take at the time. The residual WGP essentially remains in the
environment of Building 204 and the remainder of the site.

I Reference: LA9696-MS, Measurement of Nuclear Weapons Accident Residues Stored in
Containers, Phase I, J.T. Caldwell, J.M. Bieri, and H.H. Hsu, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, May 1983.

I
I
I
3 Appedix 2-5 5-1

I



This page intentionally left blank.

A~ipme~5 2- -2



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I APPENDIX 2-6

* CONSULTATION LEITERS AND OTHER
RELEVANT DOCUMENTS

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE. ILLINOIS 62225

i . APR 1992

I

I U.S. Ecology
P0 Box 638
Richland, Washington 99352

I Dear Sir

The Air Force is nearing completion of a remedial investigation/
feasibility study (RI/FS) on the BOMARC Missile Site near
McGuire AFB NJ. A fire in 1960 partially consumed Shelter 204
and its missile and warhead. During fire fighting activities,
plutonium from the warhead was dispersed to the environment.
The preferred alternative for site remediation is excavation and
off-site disposal. Would your facility in Hanford, Washington bei capable of accepting this material for disposal?

The material requiring disposal includes soil, structural steel,
concrete, and asphalt. We have attached details concerning the
volumes and activity levels. We hope to start excavation before
the end of the calendar year, but cannot provide specific dates.
We are negotiating with the regulators to do performance specifi-
cations instead of a formal remedial design for this project.
This affects our time frame. It is unlikely that we will complete
excavation before January 1993 when the Low Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985 becomes effective. Can you
accept the material for disposal atter this date?

At your request, we will forward a copy of the RI/FS for your
information. If your staff has any questions, please have them
contact Ms Sharon Geil at (618) 256-5763.

I Sincerely

I HARRY R. McDANIEL, Colonel, USAF 1 Atch
Director, Environmental Management Waste Specifications
DCS/Logistics and Engineering3 cc: HQ USAF/CEV

I
I
I



13OMARC MISSnE srrE 3
Volumes, Types, and Activity Ranges

of Radioactive Wastes

Volume Maximum Activity Measurement Method 1

Soil 6,200 yd' 1,400 pCi/g Alpha Spectroscopy

I1IConcretel

Asph~tISteel 1,50( yd 1,070 *iCore HPG2

1. The highest value of 1,070 jCi was obtained by scanning a concrete coring weighing I
approximately 25 lbs. Concrete is the most c6ntami.ated material onsite; asphalt and

* steel am orders of magnitude less contaminated.

2. HPG Hyper-pure germanium detector with multi-channel analyzer.
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3 DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

i SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE. ILLINOIS 62225

i 3 J APR 1992

I U.S. Ecology
9200 Shelbyville Road

I Suite 300
PO Box 7246
Louisville, Kentucky 40251-0246

* Dear Sir

The Air Force is nearing completion of a remedial investigation/I feasibility study (RI/FS) on the BOMARC Missile Site near
McGuire AFB NJ. A fire in 1960 partially consumed Shelter 204
and its missile and warhead. During fire fighting activities,
plutonium from the warhead was dispersed to the environment. The
preferred alternative for site remediation is excavation and
off-site disposal. Would your facility in Beatty, Nevada be

capable of accepting this material for disposal?

The material requiring disposal includes soil, structural steel,
concrete, and asphalt. We have attached details concerning the
volumes and activity levels. We hope to start excavation before
the end of the calendar year, but cannot provide specific dates.
We are negotiating with the regulators to do performance specifi-
cations instead of a formal remedial design for this project.
This affects our time frame. It is unlikely that we will complete
excavation before January 1993 when the Low Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985 becomes effective. Can youI accept the material for disposal after this date?

At your request, we will forward a copy of the RI/FS for your
information. If your staff has any questions, please have them
contact Ms Sharon Geil at (618) 256-5763.

i Sincerely

HARRY R. McDANIEL, Colonel, USAF 1 Atch
Director, Environmental Management Waste Specifications
DCS/Logistics and Engineering

3 cc: HQ USAF/CEV
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE. ILLINOIS 62225

3 0 APR 1992

I

Chem Nuclear
P.O. Box 726
Barnwell, South Carolina 29812

Dear Sir I
The Air Force is nearing completion of a remedial investigation/
feasibility study (RI/FS) on the BOMARC Missile Site near I
McGuire AFB NJ. A fire in 1960 partially consumed Shelter 204
and its missile and warhead. During fire fighting activities,
plutonium from the warhead was dispersed to the environment.
The preferred alternative for site remediation is excavation and
off-site disposal. Would your facility in Barnwell, South Carolina
be capable of accepting this material for disposal?

The material requiring disposal includes soil, structural steel,
concrete, and asphalt. We have attached details concerning the
volumes and activity levels. We hope to start excavation before I
the end of the calendar year, but cannot provide specific dates.
We are negotiating with the regulators to do performance specifi-
cations instead of a formal remedial design for this project.
This affects our time frame. It is unlikely that we will complete
excavation before January 1993 when the Low Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985 becomes effective. Can you
accept the material for disposal after this date?

At your request, we will forward a copy of the RI/FS for your
information. If your staff has any questions, please have them
contact Ms Sharon Geil at (618) 256-5763.

Sincerely 3

HARRY R. McDANIEL, Colonel, USAF 1 Atch
Director, Environmental Management Waste Specifications
DCS/Logistics and Engineering

cc: HQ USAF/CEV '
II



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE. ILLINOIS 62225

7 MAY 1992I
I

Enviro-Care of Utah, Inc.215 South State Street, Suite 1160
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

* Dear Sir or Madam

The Air Force is nearing completion of a remedial investigation/
feasibility study (RI/FS) on the BOMARC Missile Site near
McGuire AFB NJ. A fire in 1960 partially consumed Shelter 204
and its missile and warhead. During fire fighting activities,
plutonium from the warhead was dispersed to the environment.
The preferrcd alternative for site remediation is excavation and
off-site disposal. Would your facility in Utah be capable ofUaccepting this material for disposal?
The material requiring disposal includes soil, structural steel,
concrete, and asphalt. We have attached details concerning the
volumes and activity levels. We hope to start excavation before
the end of the calendar year, but cannot provide specific dates.
We are negotiating with the regulators to do performance specifi-
cations instead of a formal remedial design for this project.
This affects our time frame. It is unlikely that we will complete
excavation before January 1993 when the Low Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985 becomes effective. Can you
accept the material for disposal after this date?

At your request, we will forward a copy of the RI/FS for your
information. If your staff has any questions, please have them
contact Ms Sharon Geil at (618) 256-5763.

6 Sin ely
/ /

HENRY . CAUGHMA 1 Atch
Actg r Envir ental Management Waste Specifications
DCS/Logistics a d Engineering

cc: HQ USAF/CEV
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE. ILLINOIS 62225

-5 MAY 1992

I
Ms Nancy L. Zerbe
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy I
Natural and Historic Resources
Division of Parks and Forestry
Office of New Jersey Heritage, CN 404
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-8404

Dear Ms Zerbe

Thank you for your comments of 2 October 1991 on the draft
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the BOMARC Missile
Site at McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey. The Air Force has
identified off-site disposal as its preferred alternative
(Atch 1), and we are writing to continue our consultation on
this action.

Off-site disposal would entail the removal of shelter 204,
excavation of the asphalt and concrete pad in front of the
shelter, excavation of contaminated soil (Atch 2), excavation I
of limited areas in up to five locations in a search for the
missing missile launcher (Atch 3), and disposal of materials
in an out-of-state licensed radioactive waste repository. The
affected area (Atch 4) follows contamination contours closely
(Atch 5), and totals approximately 7.5 to 8.5 acres of the
BOMARC site, most of which was significantly disturbed during
the original construction (Atch 6 and 7).

We have attempted to identify and evaluate historic resources
in the affected area (Atch 8). As a result of the relatively I
small area of effect and extent of previous disturbance, we

feel that the probability of impacting archaeological
resources is very low.

The significance of BOMARC shelter 204 itself is a more
complex issue, but present information indicates that shelter
204 is unlikely to be eligible for the National Register.
According to our technical advisors at the National Park
Service (NPS), the BOMARC missile system was not a critical
element of our defense strategy. Shelter 204 is one of 84
shelters at McGuire, and the McGuire BOMARC site was one of
10 in the U.S. and Canada, of which at least two others remain
standing. Shelter 204 is, therefore, unique only in the sense
that a fire occurred there, and its contamination makes it a
very poor candidate for preservation.



I

I In conclusion, we believe the implementation of the cleanup of
BOMARC shelter 204 and related contaminated areas has a low
probability of affecting historic resources, and we look
forward to your comments on this action. We will send a final
EIS and remedial investigation and feasibility study to yourI office in May. If your staff would like additional informa-
tion, or would like the opportunity to view the site, our
staff will be happy to accommodate you. Please call Dr Robin
Burgess, HQ MAC/LEVP, (618) 256-8332, or Ms Sharon Geil,
HQ MAC/LEVR, (618) 6-57 1, to make arrangements.

HENRY W. AUGHMAN 8 Atch
Actg Dir' Environme tal Management 1. Preferred Alternative

and! ngineering 2. Areas for RemediationI DCS/Loq'ticsan gierg
3. Launcher Locations
4. Contamination
Contours
5. Affected Area
6. Pre-construction
Contour Map
7. Post-contruction
Contour Map
8. Identification ofResources

cc: NPS, Philadelphia
Regional Office
438 SPTG/DEV
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